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The senate met at 10 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, and was called 
to order by Hon. J. JAMEs ExoN, a Sena
tor from the State of Nebraska. 

PRAYER 
The Reverend Dr. William W. Slider, 

minister, Christ Church, United Meth
odist Church, Louisville, Ky., offered the 
following prayer: 

Our Father God: 
Make us aware that we are Thine, for 

only as we acknowledge our responsi
bility to Thee do we realize the true 
mission of our lives. When we most 
devoutly serve Thee we most surely car
ry out our mission to humankind and 
most certainly fulfill our own lives. 

Therefore, let our prayer be one of 
humility, of waiting upon Thy word to 
our heart. May we be awed by the 
thought that we are addressing the Cre
ator of all things; the absolute truth, 
beauty, morality. Cause us to do all 
things with the knowledge that we 
stand in Thy sight and must measure 
ourselves, nat by the weaknesses of hu
manity about us, but by the holy perfec
tion which is God. 

Cause such ideals, fixed upon that 
which is without blemish, to challenge us 
always to reach higher than ever before 
and to strive toward the good which may 
seem impossible. 

Bring to this Nation, its leaders, om
cials, and people a sense of their glori
ous opportunities to serve Thee and open 
for us the way to fulfill Thy purpose. 

We pray not only for challenge and 
inspiration in our lives, but for Thy love 
that it may permeate our actions, fill our 
relationships, inhabit our homes. Bring 
us to peace, 0 God, in our world, our Na
tion, and our hearts. Whatever comes in 
the uncertainties of life may we so walk 
that it can be said of us as of some in 
ancient times: "And God was not 
ashamed to be called their God." 

This is our prayer in our Redeemer's 
name. Amen. 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING PRESI
DENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will please read a communication to the 
Senate from the President pro tempore 
(Mr. MAGNUSON). 

The legislative clerk read the follow
ing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, D.C., June 18, 1979. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senwte, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable J. JAMES ExoN, a. Sen
ator from the State of Nebraska., to perform 
the duties of the Chair. 

WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. EXON thereupon assumed the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

<Legislative day of Monday, May 21, 1979) 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Under the previous order, the act
ing majority leader is recognized. 

THE JOURNAL 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Journal of 
the proceedings of Thursday, June 14, 
1979, be approved. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I reserve 
the remainder of the time allotted to the 
majority leader. 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MINORITY LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Under the previous order, the act
ing minority leader is recognized. 

UNITED STATES-CANADIAN 
RELATIONS 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, we in the 
United States are entering a new era of 
relations with Canada. Pierre Trudeau 
was a friend of this country. With the 
new government of Prime Minister Clark, 
I believe we will find continued and per
haps expanded working relationships 
with our closest neighbor. 

Much attention has been given to our 
large-scale economic relationships with 
Canada, due, in part, to the proposed 
construction of the natural gas pipe
line. One of the largest construction 
projects ever proposed is being jointly 
undertaken by American and Canadian 
companies. The building of this line 
would not only transport North Slope gas 
to market, but also provide thousands of 
jobs for workers in both countries. 

But beyond the international trade 
agreements and the large construction 
projects, I want to remind my colleagues 
of the great personal and small-scale 
economic interdependence the peoples 
of our countries share. 

The people in my State have always 
felt bound together with the peoples of 
western Canada. Because of our re
moteness, our harsh climate, and our 
economies, we have always had to depend 
on one another. 

I am reminded of this because I re
cently read an article written by James 
Kilpatrick, in which he describes the 
beauty of my State and the Canadian 
north coast. Everyone who has been 
there can attest that Mr. Kilpatrick's 
words are true, indeed, the experience 
overwhelms. 

But I have also read in this article 
that the pride of the Canadian fleet, 
the Princess Patricia may soon be 
grounded because of U.S. environmental 
regulations. We refer to her as the 

Princess Pat. If not exempted from the 
regulations, the owners of the 30-year
old ship will be required to spend hun
dreds of thousands of dollars to contain 
a small trickle of natural waste that is 
currently being discharged over 2,000 
miles of ocean. 

This small trickle of residue will not 
harm the marine environment, but the 
grounding of old Princess Pat will have 
a dramatic economic impact on the small 
Canadian and American communities 
along the coast, whose livelihoods are 
so closely intertwined. 

I urge the U.S. Government to take a 
fresh, positive approach to expanded re
lations with our North American neigh
bors, and to consider the similarities of 
our peoples when dealing with both the 
matters of international and community 
importance. 

In just a few weeks, the Canadian
United States Interparlimentary Confer
ence will take place in western Canada 
and in my home State of Alaska. This 
trip will give many of us in Congress a 
chance to welcome and discuss common 
issues with the new members of the Ca
nadian Parliament. I look forward to 
this meeting and would urge all of you 
who can to attend. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the following article by James 
Kilpatrick be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

ALASKA BY STEAMSHIP 
(By James J. Kilpatrick) 

SKAGWAY, ALASKA.-Visiting Alaska. for 
the first time is like visiting the great South
west !or the first time. The experience over
whelms. A visitor returns to the lower 48 
pretty well numbered by two impressions
of nature's fecundity, and o! man's will to 
survive. 

I pass along those impressions diffidently, 
out of respect for old-timers who truly know 
this incredible state. To spend a. few hours 
in Ketc'1ik::- n , ,Tu"' ea. 1 and Skagway, and then 
to write grandly of "Alaska.," is to spend a 
few hours in Key West, Miami and Daytona. 
Beach, and then to discourse learnedly upon 
the whole United States. 

Alaska. lives by superlatives: the smallest 
population, the largest area., the highest 
mountain, the fewest people per square mile. 
This state is 810 miles wide and nearly 1,500 
miles long. It is almost as large a.s four Ca.ll
fornia.s. Many states share the Missouri and 
Mississippi Rivers; Alaska. alone embraces 
the mightly Yukon. The state flag carries the 
seven stars o! the Big Dipper; Alaska. seems 
almost as far a.wa.y. 

Mine is a. steamship view o! this vastness. 
The Princess Patricia., pride of the Canadian 
Pacific, is not the most sophisticated cruise 
ship that ever set sail. She weighs in a.t 
barely 6,000 tons, carries only 320 passengers 
and boasts neither swimming pool nor gam
bling casino. She began lite in 1948 as a. 
ferry plying between Vancouver and Victoria; 
in 1963 she was born again a.s a. cruise ship. 
Now she makes 18 sa.Ulngs each summer by 
way of the inland passage from Vancouver 
to Skagway and return. 

• This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor. 
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This may be the "Pat's" last summer. Un

der U.S. environmental regulations, the 
owners must install holding tanks !or sani
tary sewage by Jan. 1 or go out of business. 
The requirement seems ridiculous. The in
finitesimal trickle of sewage, discharged over 
2,000 miles of fast-moving waters, could 
not conceivably wreak significant damage 
upon marine life, but unless a requested ex
emption is granted, the owners will !ace a 
$750,000 capital investment in a ship already 
more than 30 years old. To take the old girl 
out of service would constitute a disaster 
!or the Alaskan and Canadian ports of call 
that rely heavily upon tourists for economic 
'survival. 

I mentioned an impression of overwhelm
ing fecundity. When God crea.ted the forests 
of Alaska, God lost sight of the off switch. 
Mile after mile, as far as the eye can see, 
the forests roll over the mountains-pine, 
spruce, hemlock, fir-millions upon millions 
of trees, packed as closely together as the 
bristles on a bear's back. An official estimate 
places Alaska's forest reserves at 120 million 
acres, an unimaginable area. One is reminded 
of sea shells or desert sands. Nature does 
nothing by halves. 

North of Skagway, a narrow-gauge railway 
creeps to Bennett and Whitehorse, .through 
alpine vistas as beautiful as Switzerland 
might offer. This is not a gentle beauty. The 
mountains are as remote, as regal, as im
perially untouchable as crowned heads. 
Eighty years ago .this was Gold Rush coun
try. The town of Skagway is a grubby little 
place today, but in its prime it welcomed 
thousands of miners, trappers, victualers, 
boat-builders, gamblers and ladies of the 
evening. It is a testimony to the art of sheer 
survival that the prospectors of that day 
managed to exist through the bitter win
ters. These are unforgiving mountains, in
different to man's travails. Range upon 
range, capped in clouds and snow, they raise 
their tonsured heads in cold disdain. Con
quer me 1! you can! Not many men have 
mastered the challenge. 

There are s::>!ter elements also. The wild
flowers of Juneau and Skagway a.re as nu
merous as those of Capetown: columbine, 
gay as a jester's cap; saxifrage on stems as 
straight as drinking straws. The forest floor, 
closely examined, is a mass of ferns, lichens, 
mosses. 

Let me add a third impression-the im
pression o! time suspended. The Princess 
Pat has no telephones, no TV sets or radios, 
no newspapers brought on board. From the 
decks one cannot see a power line, a light at 
night, a billboard, a human habitation. Only 
a handful o! other ships and boats share the 
narrow channels. Jn the vastness o! Alaska 
our tiny vessel is the merest speck, floating 
on dark waters through mists as fragile as a 
dream. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I yield 5 
minutes to the Senator from Wisconsin. 

WICHITA, KANS., BEACON CALLS 
FOR SENATE TO RATIFY THE 
GENOCIDE CONVENTION 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, last 

Saturday night I spoke in Wichita, 
Kans., before a crowd of 900 happy, 
healthy, wholesome Kansans. It is al
ways a great experience for an out-of
State Senator to go to Kansas. Kansas 
is the geographic center of the conti
nental United States and in many ways 
it represents the political center. It has 
spawned some marvelous Americans 
over the years including William Allen 

White, Alf Landon, Dwight Eisenhower, 
and many others. 

It also has some of the most thought
ful and perceptive newspapers in the 
country. I was vividly reminded of this 
Sunday morning when I took an early 
plane from Wichita back to Washington 
and bought a copy of the Wichita Eagle 
and Beacon. 

The lead editorial in that outstanding 
paper was entitled the Genocide Con
vention. The editorial is one of the most 
thoughtful and persuasive arguments I 
have read for the Genocide Convention, 
and in the more than 11 years I have 
been rising daily on the floor of the Sen
ate to plead for the ratification of the 
Genocide Convention I have read and 
commented on literally hundreds of 
them. 

Mr. President, I happily call to the 
attention of my colleagues this morning 
a warm and fervent call for the Senate 
to ratify the Genocide Convention from 
the heartland of America-Wichita, 
Kans. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
editorial be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE GENOCIDE CONVENTION 

Genocide, the methodical, malicious de
struction of entire groups of people, is an 
act so horrible that there is a tendency to 
block it out of human consciousness, and 
pretend that it doesn't exist. 

But it does exist, and has existed down 
the checkered path of human history: the 
Turkish massacre of the Armenians before 
and a.!ter the tum of this century; the Nazi 
annihilation o! 11 mill1on Jews, gypsies, 
Slavs, Jehovah's Witnesses and other minori
ties in World war II; the mass butc.hery in 
Cambodia and Uganda that only recently has 
ended; and the ongoing slaughter in Equa
torial Guinea. 

Genocide is so alien to American idea.ls of 
justice and freedom that it would seem any 
move to prevent it would be met with almost 
unanimous acclaim. And yet the Interna
tional Convention on the Prevention and 
Punishment of the Crime of Genocide has 
languished in the Senate while 84 nations 
around the world have ratified the document. 

It was 30 years ago this weekend that Presi
dent Truman signed the convention, after 
its unanimous adoption by the U.N. Genera.! 
Assembly. Every U.S. President since then 
has spoken in its support, and the American 
Bar Association has reversed its original 
opposing stand and endorsed the convention 
overwhelmingly. 

Ironically, it was under U.S. leadership 
that the Genocide Convention came into be
ing. Ratifying nations confirmed that geno
cide, "whether committed in time of peace 
or in time of war, is a crime under inter
national law which they undertake to pre
vent and to punish." 

It was as simple and as direct as that. But 
opponents soon raised the question of sover
eign rights, and whether U.S. citizens could 
be extradited abroad to answer to foreign 
courts fCYr alleged misdeeds. "Genocide," 
however, was narrowly defined by the con
vention, which made clear that persons 
charged with the crime were to be tried by a 
court of the nation in which the alleged act 
was committed, a.nd that trial by an inter
national tribunal would be possible only for 
citizens of those nations that had accepted 
such jurisdiction. 

In !act, the greatest value of the Genocide 
Convention 1s its moral effect, a.nd what it 
says to the next Adolf Hitler or Idi Amin who 
may attempt to arise over the corpses of his 
people. Senate ratification would remove 
from the United States the stigma of being 
the only major power not to have endorsed 
the convention, an embarrassing !act that 
h3s been thrown in the !ace of American 
diplomats by despotic regimes !or the past 
three decades. 

It is time, past time, for the leader of the 
Free World to end its strange reluctance to 
embrace this simple statement on the 
bounds of human decency, and for the Sen
ate to ratify its provisions. House Resolution 
146, co-sponsored by Rep. Dan Glickman, 
D-Kan., asks the Senate tp do just th81t; Sens. 
Bob Dole and Nancy Kassebaum, both R
Kan., now should add their voices to the 
effort. 

As Rabbi Arthur Abrams of Wichita's Tem
ple Em81nu-el recently wrote Mr. Glickman: 
"Unfortunately, 30 yea.rs have passed since 
the United Nations enacted this important 
human rights act. We hope that your res
olution will effectively encourage the senate 
to finally ratify it." 

We do too. It 1s a small thing to ask o! a 
nation that prides itself on its concern !or 
the huma.n rights o! all peoples, and on the 
moral example it historically has set !or the 
rest of the world. 

S. 1353-LIMOUSINE LIMITATION 
ACT OF 1979 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, on 
behalf of myself and the Senator from 
North carolina <Mr. HELMS), I am today 
introducing the Limousine Limitation 
Act of 1979. 

At the present time, according to a. 
detailed survey I made earlier this year, 
some 175 officials by title in the Govern
ment are driven to and from home, 
either regularly or on a.n occasional or 
ad hoc basis. The cost of chauffeurs 
averages aibout $25,000 per car where 
the practice is on a regular basis and 
operating costs are another $2,800. 

For most of these officials this is 
clearly against the law. Title 31, section 
638a of the United States Code states 
that automobiles can be used only for 
"official purposes" and that the tenn 
"official purposes" does not include being 
driven to and from home. 

In addition to the 175 officials reported 
to me by the agencies themselves who 
are regularly or on an ad hoc basis 
driven to and from home, ambassadors 
serving abroad are exempt from the 
law. In practice, the ambassador, the 
political officer, the ranking military 
official, the aid official, the CIA chief of 
station, and others routinely are provided 
a car and chauffeur and are driven to 
and from home. Further, we all know 
that on almost any military base the 
commanding officer and the executive 
officer are driven to and from their 
homes and have the exclusive use of 
automobiles provided by the Govern
ment. Therefore, my estimate of 175 
officials is extremely conservative and 
the cost figures I have estimated based 
on them are therefore very conservative. 

While not all of the 175 officials have 
a car and driver assigned to them, there 
are at least that many persons among 
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the 175 and among the diplomatic and 
other omcials abroad and military offi
cers at home and abroad who do. My 
estimate of the cost of this practice of 
about $4.865 million is therefore a con
servative one. 

What the bill would do is to limit the 
officials in the Government in this coun
try who could be driven to and from 
home and who could be assigned the 
exclusive use of an automObile to a total 
of 22. 

They would be: The President, the 
Vice President, the Chief Justice, the 
heads of each of the 12 executive de
partments; that is, the Secretaries of 
State, Treasury, Defense, Interior, Agri
culture, Commerce, Labor, HEW, HUD, 
DOT, DOE, and the Attorney General, 
the Ambassador to the United Nations, 
and three elected ofilcials of each of the 
House and Senate. No nonelected con
gressional ofilcials would retain the privi
lege. No Under Secretaries, Assistant 
Secretaries, agency heads, and so forth, 
would have the privilege. 

I am introducing this bill, in part, be
cause of the failure of the Justice De
partment to enforce the law. At various 
times, including their letter to me early 
this year, they have interpreted a law 
which says that ofilcial business does 
not include being driven to and from 
home to mean that this is a matter of 
"administrative discretion" or that it 
can be done if some omcial determines 
it is in the interest of the Government. 
Of course, they routinely decide that 
their perquisite is in the interest of the 
Government. 

I have written to the President to 
urge that he call upon his chief law en
forcement officer to enforce the law. I 
hope that will be done forthwith. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of the bill, a statement I made on 
March 17, detailing the results of my 
most recent survey, and a statement of 
April 16 in which I released my letter 
to the President, be printed in the REc
ORD at the end of my remarks. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, this 

practice wastes gasoline. It requires two 
round trips a day instead of one. Fur
ther, it encourages an arrogance and 
a sense of privilege among a host of 
omcials which has no place in the 
American democracy and which is be
fitting public ofilcials. 

For these reasons I am introducing 
the bill today, and I hope very much 
that its provisions can be put into effect 
either by the passage of the bill or by 
the stroke of a pen by the President or 
the Attorney General. 

ExHIBIT 1 

s. 1353 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled. 

SHORT TITLE 

SEc. 1. This act may be cited as the 
"Limousine Limitation Act of 1979". 

DEFINITIONS 

SEc. 2. As used in this Act-
( 1) "motor vehicle" means any vehicle, 

selfpropelled or drawn by mechanical power, 
designed and operwted principally for high
way transportation of passengers, except (A) 
a vehicle primarily designed for military 
field training, combat, or tractical purposes; 
(B) a vehicle regularly used by a Govern
ment agency in the performance of investi
gative law enforcement or intelligence 
duties, if the head of ' such agency deter
mines that exclusive control of such vehicle 
is essential to the effective performance of 
such duties; or (C) a vehicle used for the 
transportation of Ambassadors stationed or 
conducting business abroad, or in the case of 
a country where no Ambassador is credited, a 
vehicle used for the transportation of the 
highest ranking official of the Department 
of State stationed in such country; and 

(2) "Government agency" means any de
partment, agency instrumentality, or au
thority of the executive, legislation, or 
judicial branch of the Federal Government. 

LIMITATION OF ACQUISITION AND USE OF 
MOTOR VEHICLES 

SEc. 3. (a) Except as provided in subsec
tion (b) , a Government agency may not-

(1) purchase, hire, le1se, operate, or 
maintain motor vehicles, other than motor 
vehicles of the type generally available, on 
the date of the enactment of this Act, in 
motorpools of the Federal Government; 

(2) employ or procure the services of 
chauffeurs; or 

(3) purchase, 'hire, lease, operate, or 
maintain motor vehicles for ·the transporta.
tio::J. of any elected or appointed officer or 
employee of a Government agency between 
his dwelling and his place of employment, 
except in the case of (A) a medical officer on 
outpatient medical service, or (B) an officer 
or employee engaged in fieldwork in remote 
areas, the character of whose duties make 
such transportation necessary, and in either 
such case, only when such exception is ap
proved by the head of the Government 
agency concerned. 

(b) The provisions of subsection (a) do 
not apply to ( 1) the purchase, hire, lease, 
operation, or maintenance of motor vehicles 
for the personal use by the President, and 
one each for use by the Vice President of 
the United States, the head of each executive 
department, the Chief Justice of the United 
States, the President pro tempore of the 
Senate, the Speaker of the House of Repre
sentatives, the majority and minority lead
ers of the Senate and of the House of Repre
sentatives, and the United States Represent
atives to the United Nations, or (2) the 
employment or procurement of services of 
chauffeurs for such motor vehicles. 

(c) No elected or appointed officer or 
employee of a Government agency, other 
t!han those referred to in subsection (b) , 
may be furnished a motor vehicle for his 
exclusive use. 

OFFICIALS BY TITLE WHO ARE DRIVEN TO AND 
FRoM HoME 

Senator WILLIAM PROXMIRE (D-Wls) said 
late Saturday that "Despite President Car
ter's example of denying most members of 
the White House staff the privilege of being 
driven to and from home in chaffeured gov
ernment cars, the number of high ranking 
government officials who enjoy the privilege 
has grown from 148 to 175 in the last two 
years. 

"The results of my most recent survey of 
every government agency, identical to that 
made during the first months of the Carter 
Administration two years ago, show that the 
total cost has gone up from $3.33 million to 
$4.86 Inillion a year. The cost of chauffeurs 
and drivers has risen from $20,000 to over 
$25,000 per car, and operating costs have in
creased from $2,500 to $2.800. It is on this 
basis (175 x $27,800) that the $4,865,000 esti
mate is made." 

The survey was made by Proxmire as chair
man of the Subcoznmittee on Priorities and 
Economy in Government of the Joint Eco
nomic Coznmittee. The Senator is also chair
man of the Senate Banking, Housing and Ur
ban Affairs Committee and a member of the 
Senate Appropriations Committee. 

"Title 31, Section 638a, of the U.S. Code 
states that government automobiles may be 
used only for 'official purposes' and that 'of
ficial purposes' do NOT include being driven 
to and from home. The law applies only to 
the Executive Branch and domestically ex
cludes only the President, the Secretary of a 
department (but not Under Secretaries, 
heads of agencies, boards, etc.), doctors on 
outpatient duty, and individuals on field 
service great distances from their homes. 

"Recently I wrote to every department, 
agency, office, regulatory commission, and 
court in the United States government asking 
what officials by title in the agency are driven 
to and from home. I further asked for the 
cost of chauffeurs as well as the cost of buy
ing or leasing, depreciation, maintenance, gas 
and oil , etc., for the cars. Among the key 
results are: 

(1) Of the 175 officials being driven to and 
from home, only 22-the President, Vice 
President, 13 Cabinet officers, the Chief 
Justice, and six Congressional officials-are 
clearly entitled to the privilege by a direct 
provision of the law. 

(2) The increase in total costs of 45 per
cent is three times the 15 percent increase 
in consumer prices over the last two years 
and more than triple the increase in prices 
allowed under the President's wage and price 
guidelines. 

(3) The worst offender, as was true two 
years ago, is the Pentagon, where 61 offi
cials-12 routinely driven to and from home 
and 49 others when • ... they determine it 
to be essential to the successful accomplish
ment of their duties for a given day .. . .'are 
given the privilege. 

(4) The cost of the chauffeurs for seven 
officials exceeded $30,000 a year. These are 
the Secretary of HEW ($38,406), the Secre
tary of the Treasury ($35,569), three top 
Justice officials ($91,295), the Secretary of 
Agriculture ($30,039), and the Secretary of 
Commerce ($33,778). 

( 5) The major increases occurred in the 
regulatory commissions, where 53 officials 
are driven to and from home compared with 
22 officials two years ago. 

(6) The Justice Department, whose fail
ure to enforce the clear language of Title 31, 
Section 638a, is a. primary reason for the 
size and growth of the practice, wrote that 
it does not violate the law where the prac
tice •. . . is deemed to be in the interest of 
the government' and that the ' . . . control 
over the use of Government vehicle is pri
marily a matter of administrative discre
tion.' 

(7) Of the three branches of the govern
ment, the best record once again is that 
of the Judiciary, where only the Chief Jus
tice of the United States, among the 
hundreds of Supreme Court, District, and 
Appellate judges, has the privilege. 

(8) The figure of 175 is conservative, for 
it does NOT include Ambassadors, Consuls, 
First Secretaries, m11itary attaches, Chiefs 
of Station, and AID officials abroad and some 
domestic officials provided portal to portal 
transportation for security reasons. 

A list of the agencies and officials who have 
the privilege follows. All figures are based 
on the practice as stated at the time of the 
reply. Cars used, in the majority of cases, 
are not luxury vehicles. 

CABINET 

Department of Defense (61): 
Regular basis (12): Secretary of Defense, 

Deputy Secretary of Defense, Secretary of the 
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Army, Secretary of the Navy, Secretary of the 
Air Force, Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
Army Chief of Staff, Air Force Chief of Staff, 
Chief of Naval Operations, Commandant of 
the Marine Corps, Under Secretary of Defense 
for Research & Engineering, Under Secretary 
of Defense for Policy. 

Exception basis-"when they determine 
it to be essential to the successful accom
plishment of their duties for a given day" 
(49): 9 Assistant Secretaries of Defense, 
General Counsel, DOD, Under Secretary of 
the Army, Under Secretary of the Navy, 
Under Secretary of the Air Force, Vice Chief 
of Staff, Army, Vice Chief of Staff, Air Force, 
Vice Chief of Naval Operations, Assistant 
Commandant of Marine Corps, 4 Assistant 
Secretaries of the Army, 3 Assistant Secre
taries of the Navy, 3 Assistant Secretaries of 
Air Force, Commander, Army Materiel De
velopment & Readiness Command, Chief, 
Naval Material, Commander, Air Force Sys
tems Command, Director, Joint Staff, 18 Four 
Star Generels outside the national capital 
region. 

Department of Health, Education and Wel
fare (2): 

Secretary of HEW, and Commissioner o! 
Social Security. 

Department o! Energy (1): 
Secretary of Energy. 
Department of Agriculture (1): 
Secretary cf Agriculture (1) : 
Department of Commerce (3): 
Secretary of Commerce, Acting Secretary 

o! Commerce, and Director, Environmental 
Data Service. 

Department of the Interior (1): 
Secretary of the Interior. 
Department of State (7) .• 
Secretary of State, Deputy Secretary of 

State, U.S. Representative to the U.N., Dep
uty U.S. Representative to the U.N., Deputy 
U.S. Representative to the Security Council, 
U.S. Representative on the U.N. Economic 
and Social Councll, Alternate U.S. Represent
atives !or Special Political Affairs. 

Department of the Treasury (1): 
Secretary of the Treasury. 
Department of Labor ( 1) : 
Secretary o! Labor. 
Department o! Justice (3): 
Attorney General, Director, FBI, Assistant 

Attorney General, Office for Improvements in 
Administration o! Justice. 

Department o! Housing and Urban Devel-
opment (1): 

Secretary o! HUD. 
Department of Transportation (14): 
Secretary o! Transportation, Commandant 

of the U.S. Coast Guard, 12 Coast Guard Dis
trict Commanders. 

White House (4): 
President, Vice President, Assistant to the 

President for Security Affairs. and Director, 
Office o! Management and Budget.l 

Judicial Branch ( 1) : 
Chief Justice. 
Congress (10): 
House of Representatives: Speaker o! the 

House, Majority Leader, and Minority Leader. 
Senate: President Pro Tempore, Majority 

Leader, and Minority Leader. 
Other Congressional Offices: Architect of 

the Capitol, Acting Architect o! the Capitol, 
Comptroller General, and Deputy Comp
troller General. 

Agencies and Institutions (11): 
President, Amtrak, Postmaster General, 

Deputy Postmaster General, Secretary, 

•noes not include Ambassadors, First Sec
retaries, Military Attaches, Consular officers, 
Chiefs of Station, AID officials, etc. 

1 Performed by discretion o! the officials 
when they decide travel or a!ter hours work 
suggests it. 

Smithsonian Institution, Editor, Smithson
tan Magazine/" Administrator. U.S. Small 
Business Administration 1 Deputy Adminis
trator, U.S. Small Business Administration 1 

Deputy Director, Community Services Ad
ministration,1 Director, Federal Mediation 
and Conclliation Service,1 Deputy Director, 
Federal Mediation and Conclllation Service.t 

Regula tory Commissions and Boards (53) : 
Chairman, Federal Reserve System; Ad

ministrator, Agency for International Devel
opment; Chairman, Federal Communications 
Commission; Chairman, Federal Deposit In
surance Corpoution; Appointive Director, 
FDIC; Comptroller of the Currency, FDIC; 
Deputy Chairman, FDIC; Assistant to the 
Director, FDIC; Chairman, Securities and 
Exchange Commission; 1 Chairman, Com
modities Futures Trading Commission ( va
cant); 1 4 Commissioners, CFI'C; 1 5 Commis
sioners, Federal Trade Commission 1 ; Chair
man, Civil Aeronautics Board 1 (Chairman 
normally takes public transit); 3 Members, 
CAB; 1 Officials, National Labor Relations 
Board 1 (There are 5 Board members, includ
ing the chairman, and the General Counsel, 
appointed by the President); Commissioners 
and Commission officials, Interstate Com
merce Commission 1 (There are 11 Commis
sioners ·as well as 13 bureau and office heads. 

LE'rl'ER TO PRESIDENT CARTER 
APRIL 16, 1979. 

Sen. Wn.LIAM PRoxMmE (D-Wis.) Monday 
released a letter to President Carter calling 
on him " ... in connection with your pro
posal to conserve gasoline ... to wipe out 
the practice" of providing transportation to 
and from home in chautreur driven cars to 
more than 150 ineligible government big 
shots. · 

Proxmire is Chairman of the Senate 
Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs Com
mittee and a member of the Senate Appro
priations and Congressional Joint Economic 
Committees. 

In his letter Proxmlre pointed out that 
"the practice wastes gasoline. It means two 
trips a day back and forth for each official 
rather than one. It also encourages a sense 
of privilege and arrogance which is unbe
fitting public officials." 

In addition the Senator said: "Title 31, 
Section 638a of the U.S. Code provides that 
government cars may be used only for offi
cial purposes and that 'official purposes• 
does not include being driven to and !rom 
home. 

"All Executive Branch officials except the 
President, his Cabinet (but not Under 
Secretaries, Assistant Secretaries or Agency 
or Commission heads), doctors on outpa
tient duties, officials on field service, and 
certain diplomats abroad, come under the 
law. The Chief Justice and certain Con
gressional leaders are exempt by statute. 

"Recently I wrote to every agency in the 
government asking what 'officials by title' 
are given the privilege either regularly or 
on an ad hoc basis. The total came to 175 
plus a number of security officials and mul
titudes of officials abroad. 

"With the exception of about 22 officials 
this is clearly lllegal. But the Justice De
partment refuses to enforce the law. In fact 
they wrote that the law could be disregarded 
where the practice •. . . is deemed to be 
(apparently by the official breaking it) in 
the interest of the government' and that 
it was a matter ' ... primarily of adminis
trative discretion.'" 

2 Whlle the Editor states the service is pro
vided from non-appropriated funds, the 
Smithsonian is requesting $169,153,000 in 
Budget Authority for fiscal year 1980 (.up 
from $133,580,000 in fiscal year 1979) and 
clearly receives its overwhelming support 
!rom tax funds. 

In his letter ProxmLre also said: 
"This practice could be stopped by a word 

from either you or the Attorney General. 
"I hope very much that you will ask the 

Attorney General to enforce the law. 
"Fa111ng that you could wipe out the prac

tice by stating that the policy o! your Ad
ministration prohibits it.'' 

In his statement Proxmire said that "Some 
agencies, like the Smithsonian Institution, 
claim they are exempt because their chauf
feur driven travel is paid !rom non-govern
mental !unds. But as the Smithsonian has 
asked for $169 milllon in taxpayers money 
for the new fiscal year, it does not seem 
appropriate that they should continue other
wise lllegal activities on grounds they are 
using private funds when 90% or more o! 
their outlays are !rom taxpayer's contribu
tions. I! they are in such a lucrative finan
cial position in this year o! tightened budg
ets, they offer themselves as a prime target 
for reductions in appropriated !unds." The 
text of Proxmire's letter to the President is 
given below. 

Hon. JIMMY CARTER, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C. 

APRIL 6, 1979. 

DEAR Ma. PREsiDENT: In connection with 
your proposals to conserve gasoline may I 
make the following suggestion. 

Title 31, Section 638a of the U.S. Code 
provides that government cars may be used 
for official purposes and that "o1ficial pur
poses" does NOT include being driven to 
and from home. 

There are only a !ew exceptions in the 
law, the President, Cabinet Officers (but not 
Under Secretaries, agency heads, etc.) , doc
tors on outpatient duty, officials on field 
service long distances !rom their offices, and 
certain diplomats abroad. 

All other Executive Branch officers are pro
hibited from being driven to and from home. 

Recently I wrote to every agency in the gov
ernment asking what "officials by title" are 
given the privilege, either regularly or on an 
ad hoc basis. The total came to 175 plus a 
number of security officials and multitudes 
of officials abroad. 

With the exception o! about 22 officials, 
this is clearly lllegal. But the Justice De
partment refuses to enforce the law. In !act 
they wrote me that the law could be disre
garded where the practice ". . . is deemed to 
be (apparently by the official breaking it) 1n 
the interest of the government" that it was 
a matter " ... primarily of administrative 
discretion." 

The practice wastes gasoline. It means 
two trips a da.y back and forth !or each of
ficial rather than one. 

It also encourages a sense o! privilege 
and arrogance which is unbefitting public 
officials. 

This practice could be stopped by a. word 
from either you or the Attorney General. 

In view o! your strong views on saving en
ergy, quite apart from your own example o! 
prohibiting it for White House personnel, I 
believe the time to act has come. 

I hope very much that you will ask the 
Attorney General to enforce the law. 

Fa111ng that, you could wipe out the prac
tice by stating that the policy of your Ad
ministration prohibits it. 

With best wishes. 
Sincerely, 

Wn.LIAM PRoxMmE, 
U.S. Senator. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I thank the Senator 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr. President, I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I yield 
any further time I have to the Senator 
from North Carolina. 
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The ACTING PRESIDENT protem

pore. Under the previous order, the Sen
ator from North Carolina is recognized 
for not to exceed 15 minutes. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I thank 
my friend from Alaska. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. That is in addition to 6 minutes 
that the minority leader has just yielded 
him. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank my friend from 
Wisconsin for his leadership in the 
matter of the ego trips that are being 
taken around this town by far too many 
officials of this Government. 

Mr. President, I am delighted to join 
Senator Proxmire in the cosponsorship 
of a piece of legislation designed to put 
and absolute end to a great many "ego 
trips" that are presently going on in 
Washington. 

For a number of years, dating back 
almost to the first week I was in the Sen
ate, I have been dismayed to note the 
number of big, black, sleek Government 
limousines, complete with full-time 
chauffeurs on the Federal payroll, that 
are constantly seen cruising the streets 
of this city. 

These are gas guzzlers, and tax guz
zlers-and an affront to the American 
taxpayers. Statistics have been developed 
shown that this royal limousine service 
for Federal officials is costing the tax
payers a minimum of nearly $5 million 
a year. 

This is ridiculous, Mr. President, and it 
should be stopped. The legislation pro
posed by Senator PROXMIRE and this Sen
ator from North Carolina will go far in 
stopping it by limiting such service to 22 
top officials-the President, the Vice 
President, 13 Cabinet officers, the Chief 
Justice, and six officials of Congress. And 
some of those 22, Mr. President, ought to 
give serious consideration to voluntarily 
giving up this special privilege. 

Mr. President, my time is limited, so 
I will not at this time discuss in detail 
the scope of this very clear waste of the 
taxpayers' money. Suffice it to say that 
the practice of having full-time chauf
feurs, driving big, sleek limousines to 
haul Federal officials to and from their 
homes, and for other purely personal 
purposes, is a practice that should and 
must be abandoned. 

I note, for example, that the full-time 
chauffeur for HEW Secretary Califano 
is paid $38,406 a year. A number of other 
chauffeurs are paid nearly as much. The 
average salary of the 175 chauffeurs that 
I know about-and there may be others 
whom I do not know about-is about 
$25,000 a year. 

I offer these remarks to compliment 
my friend from Wisconsin for his work 
on this matter, and to say to him again 
that it has been my privilege over a 
period of years to be associated with him 
in this effort. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Will the Senator 
from North Carolina yield briefiy? 

Mr. HELMS. Yes. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank my friend 

from North Carolina. It is on his initia
tive that I introduced this bill. It is the 
law now. The Senator from North Caro
lina, as he has so often shown this year 

and in the past, too, has demonstrated 
the courage and initiative that too many 
of us in the Senate lack, getting on top 
of these matters and expressing what I 
think is the outrage of the majority of 
people in this country. We are wasting 
gas and wasting money for no purpose, 
as he says, but to satisfy the egos of a 
few officials. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank my friend for his 
comments. He has taken the leadership 
in this matter almost since the first day 
I was in the Senate. He may recall my 
coming to him as a very freshman Sen
ator, in January 1973, the morning after 
an evening when this Senator had been 
invited to a function at Blair House. 

That evening, I got in my car and drove 
down Pennsylvania Avenue, attempting 
to go to that meeting, I found that Penn
sylvania Avenue was virtually blocked by 
big, black, sleek limousines, each of 
which had a chauffer inside, smoking a 
cigar and listening to the radio, with the 
heater running, while first- and second
level bureaucrats were going into the 
Blair House to attend the very same 
meeting I was to attend. 

Finally, I parked about 3 blocks away 
and attend the function at Blair House. 
The next morning, I came to my office 
and asked my staff to get busy and find 
out for me just how many Government 
limousines, paid for by the taxpayers of 
America were cruising the streets of 
Washington. That same day I mentioned 
the matter to the Senator from Wiscon
sin and he immediately began to assemble 
a great deal of information. That is when 
my admiration for the Senator's diligence 
began. It is a pleasure always to work 
with him and I commend him again for 
his leadership in this matter. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Senator. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 184-SUBMIS
SION OF A RESOLUTION WITH RE
SPECT TO THE MATI'ER OF JOSEF 
MENGELE 
Mr. HELMS submitted the following 

resolution, which was referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations: 

S. RES. 184 
Whereas Josef Mengele, known as the 

"Angel .of Death", while resident doctor of 
the Auschwitz concentration camp was re
sponsible for the torture and death of more 
than 200,000 children; and 

Whereas Josef Mengele conducted cruel 
and inhuman surgery and expirements upon 
children to develop ways to manipulate the 
genetic structure of human beings; and 

Whereas Josef Mengele worked to develop 
new methods of sterilization to promote acts 
of genocide against Jews, Slavs and other 
European peoples; and 

Whereas in 1959, authorities of the Federal 
Republic of Germany issued a warrant for the 
arrest of Josef Mengele and have repeatedly 
requested his extradition to stand trial in 
the Federal Republic of Germany for murder; 
and 

Whereas evidence indicates that "Jose 
Mengele" was granted Paraguayan citizenship 
on November 27, 1959; and 

Whereas Paraguay signed the Interna
tional Convention on the Prevention and 
Punishment of the Crime of Genocide on 
December 11, 1948: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that the President of the United States should 

immediately call upon Paraguay to appre
hend and extradite Josef Mengele to stand 
trL.:ll in the Federal Republic of Germany. 
IS IT NOT TIME TO REQUITE "ANGEL OF DEATH" 

TO FACE ACCUSERS? 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, this morn
ing, I offer a sense-of-the-Senate resolu
tion calling upon the U.S. Government to 
promote the apprehension and extradi
tion of one of the most infamous Nazi 
war criminals still being sought-Dr. 
Josef Mengele, known to the inmates of 
the Auschwitz concentration camp as the 
"Angel of Death." 

By 1945, there were in Germany and 
the occupied countries more than a thou
sand concentration camps. It is usual to 
think of these camps as a few isolated 
buildings surrounded by barbed wire. In 
reality, they were much more than that. 
They included large industrial installa
tions, factories, railway stations, ware
houses, and research laboratories. 

Of the millions of people who died in 
these camps, it is estimated that more 
than 1,500,000 were children. Many of 
these children, including infants, were 
asphyxiated in gas ovens-a procedure 
which the Nazis referred to as "chasing 
the children up the chimney." Often, the 
most painful and inhuman medical ex
periments were carried out on these chil
dren and thousands of them died as a 
result of the operations and injections. 

The list of the camps and the terrors 
endured within them seem endless. None 
offers fuller testimony of the suffering 
and agonies of these condemned people 
than those in the camp at Auschwitz. 
The very word "Auschwitz'' has become a 
symbol of the holocaust. At Auschwitz, 
the figure of the camp doctor, Josef 
Mengele, in his black SS uniform, meet-· 
ing each new group of inmates on their 
arrival and decreeing life or death to 
each by a fiick of his finger, has become 
one of the lasting symbols of the holo
caust. 

Dr. Mengele, described by Anne Frank 
before her death as the "angel of ex
termination," would walk through the 
children's barracks each day to point out 
those children to be brought to his lab
oratory for surgery and experimentation. 
Mengele was obsessed with the possibility 
of creating a master race of supermen for 
the Third Reich. Thousands died as a 
result of his operations and injections. 
Mengele's work in genetic engineering 
was, indeed, the Frankenstein project of 
the century. 

Last week, Anne Frank would have 
been 50 years old had she not died at age 
16 of typhoid fever in the concentration 
camp at Bergen-Belsen. Dr. Mengele had 
his own solution for typhoid fever. When 
an inmate contracted the disease, Dr. 
Mengele ordered all the people living in 
that partic·ular barrack to the gas cham
bers. That is how he solved the problem. 

The fact that Josef Mengele should re
main today in freedom, never having 
been brought to trial, makes him a liv
ing symbol of the holocaust we cannot 
continue to tolerate. 

At Auschwitz, we confront the awe
some reality of how far man's descent 
into cruelty, destruction, and death may 
go. Too often, we think solely of the 
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threat to mankind posed by weapons of 
mass destruction and the arms race. The 
crimes of Dr. Mengele reveal that threat 
to mankind when men of philosophy, 
medicine, science, and law turn from 
their obligations to protect the sanctity 
of human life. 

Josef Mengele did not live in a vacuum 
of either time or space. The slippery 
slide toward Auschwitz began when, 
during the Weimar Republic, prominent 
German scientists and jurists such as 
Alfred Hoche and Karl Binding defended 
the "destruction of life devoid of value,'' 
as they put it. The acceptance of their 
views led to thousands of mental pa
tients and children being put to death 
in hospitals, psychiatric institutions, and 
pediatric clinics. Hospitals such as Had
amar became training schools for the 
mass-killing techniques applied later to 
Jewish and other civilian populations. 

The chief architect of the German 
compulsory sterilization law of 1933 was 
not a Nazi, but Ernst Ruedin, a distin
guished professor at the University of 
Munich, where Josef Mengele studied 
and first read the racial philosophy of 
Alfred Rosenberg. Later, Professor Rue
din left the Kaiser Wilhelm Institute for 
Anthropology, Human Heredity Teach
ing, and Genetics with his colleagues 
Edwin Baur and Eugene Fischer to join 
Dr. Otmar Freiherr von Verschuer at the 
Institute for Heredity, Biology, and 
Racial Research at Frankfurt University. 
Dr. Verschuer's assistant was-you 
guessed it-Dr. Josef Mengele. 

It seems inevitable, perhaps, that the 
nihilism of Nazism, its militant insist
ence that the new supermen of the Third 
Reich were beyond the constraints of law 
and of morality, should lead the spiritual 
persecution by the Nazis to focus upon 
the sons and daughters of Abraham, 
whose historical meaning is expressed 
by their very adherence to the law and 
their faithfulness to its author. 

The demands of the Nazis that all per
sonal moral principles should be over
ridden by the needs of the State put 
them in unalterable opposition to all 
men who profess the existence in each 
person of an independent conscience 
answerable only to God. 

The testimonial inscriptions to the vic
tims of the holocaust at the Auschwitz 
memorial today bear stark witness in 
the language of the victims: Hebrew, 
Yiddish, Polish, Bulgarian, Romany, 
Czechoslovak, Danish, French, Greek, 
Spanish, English, Flemish, Serbo-Croat, 
German, Norwegian, Russian, Roma
nian, Hungarian, and Italian. 

Eleven million civilians dead in the 
camps. 

Simon Wiesen thai, the courageous man 
who has brought more than 1,100 Nazi 
war criminals to trial, says "I am not 
dividing the victims." 

In unity, let us demand justice in their 
memory. 

Mr. President, it is nearly 35 years since 
the end of World War II and the time 
when these acts were committed. There 
are those who would say that it is time to 
forgive and forget. But who has that 

right? Each of us has the right, and may 
even have the moral obligation, to forgive 
crimes against ourselves. But none of us 
has the right to forgive the crime com
mitted against another. 

In the Talmud it is written that "the 
very world rests on the breath of chil
dren." 

Can we hope to protect the future chil
dren of the world, if we fail to preserve 
our obligation to the children of this an
guished past? 

To forgive or forget the crimes of Josef 
Mengele would require the amputation 
of our conscience and the dismember
ment of our memory. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that letters written by Rabbi Marvin Hier 
and Simon Wies~nthal and the text of 
my resolution be printed in the RECORD 
at this point. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

JUNE 6, 1979. 
Re Dr. Jose! Mengele, Citizen o! Paraguay. 
Han. JEssE HELMs, 
u.s. Senate, 
Dirksen Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR: In this International Year 
o! the ChUd, the Simon Wiesenthal Center 
Wishes to bring to your' attention the case 
o! Dr. Jose! Mengele, the infamous Doctor 
of AuschWitz responsible for the torture and 
death or 200,000 chUdren, who today lives 
freely as a citizen o! Paraguay. 

This bizarre fact (which is elaborated 
upon in the enclosed letter that was sent by 
Simon Wiesenthal to the Secretary General 
of the United Nations) is in violation o! 
the charter and principles of the interna
tional community. 

In this year, when we honor the children 
of the world, we must not allow a man who 
committed such unspeakable crimes against 
chUdren, to desecrate their memory by not 
being held accountable before the bar of 
justice. 

We urge you to use your in1luence in the 
senate and State Department to request of 
Paraguay that this doctor of medicine, the 
murderer of 200,000 children, ·be extradited to 
Frankfurt to stand trial !or his crimes. 

Enclosed, please find Mengele's Paraguayan 
naturalization certificate (copy) and a docu
ment relating to his experiments in Ausch
Witz (copy), as well as Mr. Wiesenthal's 
above mentioned letter. 

We look forward to your cooperation 1n 
this matter. 

Sincerely, 
Rabbi MARVIN HIER, 

Dean, Simon Wiesenthal Center, Mem
ber, Advisory Committee, Presid.ent'3 
Commission on the Holocamt. 

MAY 17, 1979. 
Re Dr. Jose! Mengele, citizen of Paraguay. 
Han. Dr. KURT WALDHEIM, 
Secretary General, 
United. Nations Building, 
New York, N.Y., U.S,4. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY GENERAL: The United 
Nations, under your leadership, have chosen 
this current year as the Year of the Child. I 
believe that we should not only reflect how 
we could improve the lives o! the children 
living on this earth. We should also re.mem
ber the tragic fate of millions of children 
during the time of the Nazi persecution. 

Dr. Jose! Mengele, SS-Doctor in the con
centration camp of Auschwitz (Poland), SS
Hauptsturmfiihrer (captain), born March 16, 

191lin Guenzburg (Germany), in the course 
of 1944 selected at least 200,000 children to 
be k1lled in the gas chambers, plus again the 
same number of adults. Not only that, he 
performed the most horrible experiments 
With children, to change the color of their 
eyes and hair, in pursuance of his dream to 
breed a blond, blue-eyed race; innumerable 
children died as a result o! these experi
ments, suffering the most terrible agonies. 
Among his pseudo-scientific endeavors, Dr. 
Mengele also wanted to find out how one 
could bring about the birth of twins; after 
the war would have been won by Germany, he 
intended to make up !or the German losses by 
mass births of twins. Hundreds of twin chil
dren !rom all the occupied countries were 
brought to Mengele in Auschwitz; they did 
not survive his experiments either. 

Against the unfortunate inmates of 
Auschwitz, Dr. Mengele would always have 
recourse to the most radical methods; when 
typhoid !ever broke out in one of the bar
acks, Megele sent all inmates, the healthy as 
well as the sick, to the gas chambers. 

These are just a few examples of the huge 
number of crimes o! which Dr. Mengele is 
accused; these crimes are the basis !or the 
warrants !or his arrest issued by the public 
prosecutors of Freiburg 1m Beisgau and 
Frankfurt, substantiated by many state
ments from survivors and court findings from 
previous Auschwitz trials. 

After the war, Dr. Mengele fled to Argen
tina. Later, when he felt that the authori
ties were on his trail, he changed into Para
guay, where he was naturalized in 1959. All 
demands for his extradition to his native 
Germany were to no avail so far, although 
the authorities in Paraguay are keeping track 
of his frequently changing places of residence 
within the country. 

Parag.a,uy, as a member of the United 
Nations, has agreed to abide by their charter, 
and to honor the universally accepted prin
ciples of law and the rights o! man; it must 
not tolerate such a criminal living free 
within its borders. 

Mr. Secretary General, I appeal to you, in 
this International Year of the Child, to use 
all your in1luence so that the murder of hun
dreds of thousands of children, committed 
by a doctor of medicine, who is enjoying his 
Uberty within a member country of the 
United Nations, will not remain unpunished, 
and this man wm be extradited to !ace the 
court in Frankfurt. 

This would be a warning to all people that 
crimes, especially crimes committed against 
chUdren, w111 be punished regardless of the 
geographical and the time distance the 
criminal may have put between himself and 
his deeds. 

In the hope that this appeal to you, Mr. 
secretary General, will bring about positive 
results in the interest of justice, I remain 

Yours sincerely 
SIMON WIESENTHAL. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, how m"Uch 
time do I have remaining? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator has 8% minutes re
maining. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair. Mr. 
President, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. The Senator will state it. 

Mr. HELMS. With reference to the 
resolution which I have just introduced, 
may I ask the Chair and the Parliamen
tarian to which committee it would be 
referred? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. The Chair is of the opinion that it 
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would be referred to the Foreign Rela
tions Committee. 

Mr. HELMS. That is fine. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask for a referral to the Foreign 
Relations Committee, which would be 
automatic, I presume. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The resolution will be appropri
ately referred. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair. 

ALAN GREENSPAN ON THE CREDIT 
CONTROL ACT 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, recently 
the Senate Banking Committee held 
hearings on the Credit Control Act and 
various bills to repeal or drastically mod
ify this onerous law. 

One of the key witnesses was Dr. Alan 
Greenspan, president of Townsend
Greenspan Co. and former Chairman of 
the Council of Economic Advisers. 

Dr. Greenspan put in eloquent and in
telligent words the economic rationale 
for repeal of this act. 

I believe that the Senate should move 
quickly to repeal the Credit Control Act 
and I hope every Member will heed Dr. 
Greenspan's counsel. 

I ask unanimous consent that his tes
timony be printed in the REcoRD. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
STATEMENT OF ALAN GREENSPAN, PRESWENT, 

TOWNSEND-GREENSPAN Co. 
Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I 

came here to support the initiatives to repeal 
the Credi't Control Act of 1969. 

Curbing the growth of credit expansion is, 
in my view, the key to defusing the strong 
underlying inflationary forces which threaten 
the stabiUty of our economy. However, ra
tioning credit through statute or regulation 
is unlikely to be successful and to the ex
tent that it is, would probably allocate credit 
in an undesirable manner. 

Depending upon what type of controls 
were involved, it would cause distortions 
which would beget more distortions. It would 
also take our eye off the major explosion in 
credit coming directly from the Federal Gov
ernment itself. 

I have no doubt that should the Federal 
Reserve Board under the authority of the 
1969 legislation choose, for example, to curb 
or prohibit raising the needed funds in the 
Euro-currency market at negligible addi
tional expense. 

The only groups in this country who would 
be effectively constrained from borrowing and 
spending would be those with limited credit 
standing, largely consumers and small busi
nessmen who have few, if any, alternate 
sources of credit. Certainly, restrictions on 
auto installment credit will reduce the funds 
available to middle- and lower-income groups 
and limit their purchases of new and used 
cars. Similarly, restrictions on inventory 
loans to small business would curb their 
abiUty to expand. 

The overall impact on credit expansion of 
such restrictions is likely, however, to be 
slight. It serves no useful purpose to have 
credit control standby authority on the 
books. It can only lead to mischief and 
should be repealed. 

Credit restraint is an essential anti-infla
tion tool, but it has to be implemented in a 
balanced manner. Mismanagement of our 
fiscal a11a1rs has led us to the point where 

there is currently no simple alternative to 
monetary tightness. 

Even with the best of monetary policies at 
this state, however, it would be a mistake 
to presume that the Federal Reserve alone 
can contain inflation or confront the more 
ditticult fundamentals of the inflation bias 
in the American economy. Interest rates are 
high because credit demand exceeds savings 
flows, and money supply growth in recent 
years has been excessive (and inflationary) 
because the Fed feels politically compe.u~d 
to suppress interest rates by at least par
tially accommodating the excess credit re
quirements. 

The only viable solution is to slow the 
monetary aggregates for a protracted period 
without engendering excessively high inter
est rates, and that can be done only by re
ducing the demand for funds pressing on our 
financial system. It has been the excep
tional pressures from the credit mar.ttets 
that have placed the Federal Reserve in its 
recent unenviable situation. 

The marked increase in aggregate capital 
market borrowing has not only driven inter
est rates higher but, in the process,. diverted 
an ever-increasing amount of borrowing from 
the capital markets (by those who were 
"crowded out") to the commercial banks .... n 
an endeavor to accommodate the loan re
quirements of their customers, commercial 
banks attempted to obtain the reserves re
quired to back up loans by borrowing in the 
federal funds market. 

The accompanying rise in the federal funds 
rate place the Fed in its typical "no win" 
position. It had to determine whether to 
stand aside, allowing the F·ed funds rate to 
rise, thwarting some of the prospective 
commercial bank borrowing or, by supply
ing reserves to the market, temporarUy hold 
the federal funds rate below what it would 
otherwise be, thereby accommodating the 
expanding loan demand. 

That latter path, however, enlarges the 
monetary base, inducing an acceleration in 
money supply growth with inflationary con
sequences. The Fed as usual straddled the 
issue, only partially accommodating the de
mand for funds. As a result, in recent years, 
both money supply growth and interest rates 
rose, but the increases in each were less than 
might otherwise have prevailed, at least in 
the short run. 

Curbing the growth in federal spending 
and deficits is a necessary, but not a suf
ficient condition to restore balance to the 
financial markets. If we focus wholly on 
the budget deficit, however, we are missing 
what may well be a far more inflationary set 
of credit-preempting policies fostered by the 
Federal Government. 

011-budget borrowing has risen sharply in 
recent years--so have mandated capital in
vestment by business (pollution, safety 
equipment, etc.) which must be financed; 
and matching grants, which have induced 
increased spending and borrowing by state 
and local governments. These demands have 
added heavily to capital market pressures, 
but in total have been small compared with 
the extraordinary expansion in mortgage 
credit. 

Prior to the 1970s, an increase in mortgage 
credit on one- to four-family homes rarely 
exceeded $15 billion. During the past year, the 
increase has approached $100 billion. This 
veritable explosion of mortgage credit growth 
is a consequence of the increasing political 
concern that emerged in the 1950s and 1960s. 
Whenever short-term interest rates rose, 
thrift institutions withdraw from the mort
gage markets, sharply contracting housing 
starts. 

Changes in institutional strucutres and 
subsidY programs sponsored by the Federal 

Government from mortgage-backed bonds 
to the newest six-month certl.fu:ates tied to 
the Treasury bill rate, have apparently suc
cessfully insulated mortgage credit avail
ability from periodic credit crunches. 

The poll tical exercise worked all too well 
with the not atypical effect of overk1ll. The 
consequences of "solving the mortgage 
problem" has, not unexpectedly, created a 
different problem whose consequence may 
be far more profound to the structure of the 
American economy. It has clearly been a 
significant contributing factor to the exces
sive money supply growth and, hence, the 
high base rate of inflation which the United 
States has experienced in recent years. 

By significantly increasing the financial 
system's capacity to supply mortgage credit 
in the face of rising short-term interest rates, 
the adjustment process of the financial mar
kets has been markedly altered in recent 
years. 

For the past year, households have been 
diverted from other forms of savings into the 
savings and loan's new six-month certifi
cates, the proceeds of which have until re
cently been invested in mortgages. Inducing 
indirect mortgage purchases by financial in
stitutions through mortgage-backed bonds 
has come at the expense of their abiUty to 
purchase corporate issues, state and local 
securities, and federal obligations. If the 
Federal Reserve had not created additional 
reserves to support the broadened credit 
demand, the total volume of investable re
sources would have been fixed, and the in
crease in the demand for mortgages by fi
nancial institutions have correspondingly 
reduced the demand for other securities. 

In the past, the drying up of mortgage 
funds because of Federal Home Loan Bank 
Board limits on interest rates the S&Ls could 
pay to attract funds, rapidly squeezed pro
spective home purchasers (and mortgage bor
rowers) out of the market. As a result, the 
excess of demand for funds for the financial 
system as a whole was largely eliminated by 
squeezing out the demand for mortgage debt. 
When interest rates rose in the process of 
bringing balance to the debt markets, a rela

tively small increase in interest rates was ade
quate to "crowd out" the amount of mort
gage borrowing required to bring the overall 
demand for funds back into balance with 
the supply. 

In the new mortgage-dominated finan
cial markets, interest rates must now rise 
much further than they would have under 
comparable conditions a decade ago in order 
to crowd out the excess demand for funds. 
Because mortgage credit is becoming increas
ingly insulated against such pressure, the 
pressure must now move t,o other instru
ments as well: Business borrowing, real 
estate financing, municipal borrowing, for
eign loans, et cetera. 

And because larger interest rate increases 
are required to curb the demand for such 
credit, the supply and demand for funds 
can come into balance only at much hig~er 
interest rates than previously. Mortgage 
credit may still have to bear much, if not 
most, of the reduction in credit demand
only this must now occur at significantly 
higher interest rates than earlier. 

Hence, the net effect of improving the 
availability of mortgages in the face of ris
ing interest rates is to decrease, at the mar
gin, the responsiveness of credit demand to 
a rise in interest rates. It means that at any 
given underlying demand for funds, higher 
rates are required than, say, 10 years ago 
to equate the supply and demand for funds. 
This would be true even in a noninflation
ary environment in which there was no per
ceptible inflation premium embodied in 
interest rate levels. 
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The institutional changes that have ex

panded the mortgage market explain the 
extreme difficulty the Fed has had in at
tempting to simultaneously dampen mone
tary growth while keeping interest rates at 
moderate levels. Shoring up the mortgage 
market clearly contributed to the underlying 
lnfl.ation bias in the economy. Whlle it may 
have sustained the home-building boom, this 
has probably been accomplished at a signifi
cant cost to the economy's overall stab111ty. 

It is probably too late in this business 
cycle to undo the new mortgage-based infia
tion bias that has been added to our finan
cial system. The Fed has little choice but 
to hold a tight rein on credit avallabllity 
until mortgage (and other credit) demand 
subsides. In fact, economic policy ls unlike
ly to be able to significantly alter the path 
of an lnftatlon-caused recession over the next 
couple of years. 

It is not, however, too late to reset our 
economic priorities and pollcles for the 1980s. 
If we wish to defuse the current underlying 
inflationary bias which pervades our econ
omy, we stUI have to reverse the Federal 
Government's increasing direct and indirect 
preemption of the nation's available credit. 
Only then can we expect the Federal Reserve 
to be able (during the next economic expan
sion) to hold infiatlonary money supply 
growth in check, without driving interest 
rates to extreme heights. 

In the interim, we can do little more 
than hold the fiscal and monetary reins tight 
as the credit (and presumably the economic) 
expansion comes to a halt. Mandatory credit 
controls have no role to play. 

They wlll merely fight the symptoms of 
this problem. They wlll not come to grips 
with what is required, mainly a reduction 
ln the Federal Government support for the 
mortgage market and other credit-creating 
activities. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, while I do 
not anticipate further need for time, I 
am going to reserve the remainder of it 
and suggest the absence of a quorum 
while I check. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask un
animous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. The Chair recognizes the Senator 
from Montana. · 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, it is my 
understanding that I have yielded back 
all the time allotted to the acting ma
jority leader. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator is correct. 

VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION 
HEALTH RESOURCES AND PRO
GRAMS EXTENSION ACT OF 1979 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the Sen
ate will now proceed to the consideration 
of S. 1039 which the clerk will state by 
title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A blll (S. 1039) to amend title 38, United 

States Code, to extend and revise a program 

of grants to State homes for veterans and 
to extend a program of exchange of medical 
information, and for other purposes. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill which had been reported from the 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs with an 
amendment to strike all after the en
acting clause and insert the following: 

That (a) this Act may be cited as the 
"Veterans' Administration Health Resources 
and Programs Extension Act of 1979". 

(b) Except as otherwise expressly provided, 
whenever in this Act an amendment or re
peal is expressed in terms of an amendment 
to, or repeal of, a section or other provision, 
the reference shall be considered to be made 
to a section or other provision of title 38, 
United States Code. 
TITLE I-EXTENSION AND IMPROVEMENT 

OF CERTAIN VETERANS' ADMINISTRA
TION HEALTH PROGRAMS 
SEc. 101 (a) Section 5033(a) is amended by 

striking out "the succeeding fiscal year" and 
inserting ln Ueu thereof "each of the four 
succeedi:ng fiscal years". 

(b) Section 5035(d) (2) is amended by in
serting before the period at the end thereof 
"or $3,000,000, whichever is greater". 

SEc. 102. (a) Section 5054 is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
subsection: 

"(c) The Administrato .. · is authorized to 
enter into agreements with publlc or non
profit private institutions, organizations, 
corporations, or entitles ln order to partici
pate ln cooperative health-care personnel 
education programs within the geographical 
areas of Veterans' Administration health
care facUlties located in 'areas remote from 
major academic health centers.". 

(b) Section 5055(c) (1) is amended by in
serting "and for each of the three succeeding 
fiscal years" after "fiscal year 1979". 

SEc. 103 (a) Section 641(a) is amended by 
striking out "$5.50", "$10.50", and "$11.50" 
and im:ertlng in lieu thereof "$6.35", "$12.10", 
and "$13.25", respectively. 

(b) The amendments made by subsection 
(a) of this section shall take effect on Oc
tober 1, 1979. 
TITLE ll-REALINEMENT OF VETERANS 

HEALTH CARE AND RELATED BENEFITS 
SEc. 201. (a) Section 111(e) (2) is amended 

to read as follows: 
"(2) (A) Except with respect to a person 

receiving benefits for or in connection with 
a service-connected disab111ty under this 
title, no payment shall be provided under 
this section except-

.. (i) for travel by a special vehicular mode 
of transportation that (I) is required for 
medical reasons, and (ll) has been author
ized by the Administrator prior to such travel 
except to the extent that the Administrator 
provides, under regulations which the Ad
ministrator shall prescribe, for reimburse
ment for the costs of travel by such mode in 
a medical emergency of such nature that the 
delay incident to obtaining prior authoriza
tion would have been hazardous to life or 
health; or 

"(11) when the person claiming reimburse
ment ls a person receiving or eligible to re
ceive pension under section 521 of this title 
and, in each such case, payments under this 
section shall be limited in each fiscal year so 
that-

"(I) no payment shall be provided for 
the first $25 for which payment ls other
wise authorized, and 

"(ll) with respect to any claim for any 
part or all of the next $150 for whloh pay
ment is otherwise authorized, payment shall 
be provided for only one-half of the other
wise paya.ble amount. 

For the purposes of this subparagraph, a 
person shall be considered to be a person 
receiving pension under section 521 of this 
title if such person would be ellgible to re
ceive such pension except for the fact that 
suoh person does not meet ellgiblllty require
ments with respect to disablllty, age, or serv
ice during a period of war. 

"(B) In no event shall payment be pro
vided under this section-

"(i) to reimburse for the cost of travel 
by privately owned vehicle in any amount 
in excess of the cost of such travel by pub
lic transportation, unless (I) public trans
portation is not reasona·bly accessible or 
would be medically inadvisable, or (ll) the 
cost of such travel is not greater than the 
cost of public transportation; and 

"(11) in excess of the actual expense in
curred by such person as certified in writing 
by such person.". 

(b) Section 601 is amended by-
(1) striking out "transportation" in sub

clause (11) of paragraph (5) (A) and insert
ing in lieu thereof "trav~l"; 

(2) striking out subclause (11) of para
graph ( 5) (C) and inserting in lieu thereof 
"(11) travel and incidental expenses for such 
dependent or survivor under the terms and 
conditions set forth in section 111 of this 
title. "; and 

(3) striking out "necessary expenses of 
travel and subsistence" in the parenthetical 
phrase in clause (B) of paragraph (6) and 
inserting in lieu thereof "travel and inciden
tal expenses". 

(c) Section 614is amended by-
(1) striking out "necessary travel ex

penses" in subsection (a) and inserting in 
lieu thereof "travel and incidental expenses, 
pursuant to the provisions of section 111 of 
this title, "; and 

(2) striking out "all necessary travel ex
penses" in subsection (b) and inserting in 
lieu thereof "travel and incidental expenses, 
pursuant to the provisions of section 111 of 
this title, ". 

(d) Section 628(a) is amended by strik
ing out "the necessary travel" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "travel and incidental ex
penses pursuant to the provisions of section 
111 of this title". 

SEc. 202. (a) Section 601 is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
paragraph: 

"(9) The term 'chiropractic service' means 
the manual manipulation of the spine per
formed by a chiropractor (who is licensed as 
such by the State ln which he or she per
forms such services and who meets the uni
form minimum standards promulgated for 
chiropractors under section 1861(r) (5) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395x(r) (5))) 
to correct a subluxation of the spine. For 
the purposes of this paragraph, such term 
does not include physical examinations, 
laboratory tests, radiologic services, or other 
tests or service'> determined by the Admi.nls
trator to be excluded.". 

(b) (1) Subchapter m of chapter 17 1s 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new section: 
"§ 629. Chiropractic services 

"(a) The Administrator may, under regu
lations which the Administrator shall pre
scribe, reimburse a veteran eligible for medi
cal services under this chapter for the rea
sonable charge for chiropractic services, for 
which such veteran has made payment, if-

.. ( 1) such chiropractic services were for the 
treatment of a service-connected neuromua
culoskeletal condition o! the spine, 

"(2) the veteran is a veteran who has been 
furnisb~d hospital care by the Veterans' Ad· 
ministration for a neuromusculoskeletal con
dition o! the spine within a twelve-month 
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period prior rt;o the provision of such chiro
practic services, or 

"(3) the veteran is a veteran described in 
section 612 (f) (2) of this title who has been 
furnished hospital care or medical services 
by the Veterans' Administration for a neuro
musculoskeletal condition of the spine, to 
the extent that such veteran is not entitled 
to such chiropractic services or reimburse
ment for the expenses of such services un
der an insurance policy or contract, medical 
or hospital service agreement, membership 
or subscription contract, or similar arrange
ment for the purpose of providing, paying 
for, or reimbursing expenses for such services. 

"(b) In any case in which reimbursement 
may be made under this section, the Admin
istrator may, in lieu of reimbursing such 
veteran, make payment of the reasonable 
charge for such chiropractic services directly 
to the chiropractor. 

" (c) ( 1) In determining the reasonable 
charge for chiropractic service·s under this 
section, the Administrator shall, in consulta
tion with appropriate public and nonprofit 
private organizations and other Federal de
partments and agencies that provide reim
bursement for chiropractic services, establish 
a schedule of allowances for such services, 
which schedule shall be consistent with the 
reasonable charges allowed under title XVIU 
of the Social Security Act ( 42 U.S.C. ch. 7). 

"(2) The amount payable by the Admin
istrator for chiropractic services furnished 
under this section shall not exceed $200 in 
any twelve-month period in the case of any 
vetel'l8,11. 

"(d) NotWithstanding any other provision 
of this title, total expenditures for chiro
practic services reimbursed under this sec
tion shall not exceed $4 million in any fiscal 
year and no reimbursement or payment may 
be made under this section for chiropractic 
services furnished after September 30 
1983.". • 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning 
of chapter 17 is amended by inserting after 
the item relating to section 628 the follow
ing new item: 
"629. Chiropractic services.". 

(c) Not later than December 31, 1980, and 
not later than December 31 of each of the 
next three ye3.1"s, the Administrator shall 
prepare and submit to the Committee on 
Veterans' Mairs of the House of Represen
tatives and the Committee o.n Veterans' Af
!airs of the Senate reports on the use made 
of the authorities provided for in the 
amendments made by subsection (b) (1) of 
this section. Each such report shall include-

(1) the number of requests by eligible vet
erans for reimbursement or payment for 
chiropractic services in the most recent fis
cal year under section 629 (as added by sub
section (b) (1) of this section) and the 
number of such veterans who made such 
requests; 

(2) the number of reimbursements or pay
ments made by the Administrator under 
such section is such fiscal year and the 
number of veterans to or. for whom such 
reimbursements or payments were made· 
a.n.d. • 

(3) the total amounts of expenditures by 
the Administrator for such reimbursements 
and payments under such section in such 
fiscal year. 

SEc. 203. Section 612(b) is amended by
(1) amending clause (2) by-
(A) striking out "active milltary, naval, 

or air service and" in subclause (A) and in
serting in lieu thereof "a period of active 
military, naval, or air service of not less 
than 180 days,"; 

(B) striking out "Within one year" in 
subclause (B) both places it appears and 

inserting in lieu thereof "Within six 
months"; and 

(C) inserting before the semicolon at the 
end thereof a comma and "and (C) if the 
Secretary concerned has not certified, in 
writing, that the veteran was provided by 
such Secretary, during the nlnety days im
mediately prior to such veteran's discharge 
or release from such service, a complete 
dental examination (including X-rays) and 
all appropriate dental services and treat
ment indicated by such examination"; and 

(2) inserting at the end thereof below the 
last clause the following new sentence: 
"The Administrator may not furnish out
patient dental services, treatment, or related 
dental appliances, under this section through 
private facillties for which the Administrator 
contracts pursuant to the provisions of sec
tion 601 (4) (C) (i), (11), or (v) of this title 
to a veteran at a cost to the Veterans' Admin
istration of more than $500 during any 
twelve-month period, unless the Adminis
trator has determined, prior to the furnish
ing of such services, treatment, or appll
ances, based on an examination by a dentist 
employed by the Veterans' Administration, 
that the furnishing of such services, treat
ment, or appliances at such cost is reason
ably necessary.". 

SEc. 204. Section 612(f) is amended by in
serting before the semicolon at the end of 
clause ( 1) a comma and "but any such vet
eran being furnished services under this 
clause shall not be furnished drugs, medi
cines, or medical supplies which may be pur
chased without a physician's prescription, 
unless ( i) such veteran is a veteran receiving 
or eligible to receive pension under section 
521 of this title (including a veteran who 
would be eligible to receive such pension 
except for the fact that such veteran does 
not meet ellgibUity requirements with re
spect to disability, age, or service during a 
period of war), or (11) the Administrator, 
under regulations which the Administrator 
shall prescribe, authorizes the furnishing to 
such veteran of such drugs, medicines, or 
medical supplies in order to avoid substan
tial hardship that would otherwise result 
from the extraordinary cost thereof to a 
veteran". 

SEc. 205. Section 612(g) is amended by in
serting at the end thereof the following new 
sentence: "The Administrator may also fur
nish to any such veteran home health serv
ices under the terms and conditions set 
forth in subsection (f) of this section.". 

SEc. 206. Section 613 is amended by
(1) amending subsection (a) by-
(A) striking out "and" at the end of clause 

(1); 
(B) inserting "and" after the comma at 

the end of clause (2); 
(C) inserting immediately below clause 

(2) the following new clause: 
"(3) the surviving spouse or child of a 

person who dies in the active miUtary, naval, 
or air service in the line of duty and not due 
to misconduct,"; and 

(D) adding a.t the end thereof the follow
ing new sentence: "The term 'person' as used 
in clause (3) of this subsection shall mean 
'veteran' for the purposes of section 103(d) 
of this title."; and 

(2) adding a.t the end thereof the following 
new subsection: 

" (c) For the purposes of this section, a.ny 
child described in subsection (a.) of this sec
tion who, while pursing a. full-time course of 
instruction (including a.ny period between 
terms, semesters, or quarters, or during vaca
tion or holiday periods) a.t a.n approved edu
cational institution, becomes unable to con
tinue such child's chosen program of educa
tion because of a mental or physical dis
a.b111ty which was not the result of such 
child's own willful misconduct shall remain 

eligible for benefits under this section until 
six months after the disab111ty is removed, 
until two years after the date of onset of 
such disability, or until such child's twenty
third birthday, whichever occurs first.". 

SEc. 207. (a) Except as provided in subsec
tions (b) and (c) of this section, the amend
ments made by this title shall take effect on 
October 1, 1979. 

(b) ( 1) The amendments made by sections 
201(a), 203, and 204 of this title shall take 
effect on October 1, 1979, only if, prior to such 
date, the Director of the Oftlce of Manage
ment and Budget has certified in writing to 
the appropriate committees of the Congress 
that the Director has allocated to the Vet
erans' Administration for its Department of 
Medicine and Surgery (hereinafter in this 
section referred to as "the Department") a 
sufficient personnel ceiling, for which appro
priate .funding is available, for employment 
during the first three months of the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1980, in the De
partment of at least 187,968 full-time equiv
alent employees for the employment of 
whom funding is provided under the ap
propriation accounts for medical care, medi
cal and prosthetic research, and medical ad
ministration and miscellaneous expenses. 

(2) If the amendments made by this title 
become effective on October 1, 1979, pursuant 
to subsection (a.) of this section, such 
amendments shall thereafter continue in ef
fect during a.ny succeeding three-month 
period (hereinafter in this section referred to 
as a "quarter") of the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1980, and any quarter of any suc
ceeding fiscal year only if, not later than the 
first da.y of each consecutive quarter, the Di
rector certifies in writing to such commit
tees that the Director has allocated to the 
Veterans' Administration for the Department 
a sufficient personnel ceiling, for which ap
propriate funding is available, for employ
ment during such quarter in such Depart
ment of at least 187,968 full-time equivalent 
employees. 

(3) In the event that the Director fails 
prior to the first day of any quarter of fiscal 
year 1980 beginning after October 1, 1979, or 
prior to the first day of any succeeding quar
ter of any subsequent fiscal year to have 
made the certification described in para
graphs (1) and (2) of this subsection, on 
such first day the amendments made by 
sections 201 (a), 203, and 204 of this title 
shall become ineffective as though repealed 
by a.n Act of Congress. 

(4) In determining the numbers of full
time equivalent employees provided for in 
paragraphs (1) and (2) of this subsection, 
there shall be included not more than eight 
hundred and twentv full-time equivalent 
employees for the 'employment of whom 
funding is provided under the medical ad
ministration and miscellaneous operating 
expenses appropriation account or who are 
assigned to carry out functions assigned to 
employees for whom such funding was pro
vided in fiscal year 1978. 

(c) The amendments made by section 203 
(1) (B) of this Act shall not apply in the 
case of any veteran whose discharge or re
lease from active military, naval, or air serv
ice occurred during the twelve months im
mediately prior to the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 
TITLE III-VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION 

MEDICAL PERSONNEL AND MISCELLA
NEOUS AMENDMENTS 
SEc. 301. (a) Section 4104(2) is amended 

by inserting "psychologists," after "Pharma
cists,". 

(b) Section 410518 amended by-
(1) (A) striking out the period at the end 

of clause (9) and inserting in lleu thereof a 
semicolon; and 
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(B) adding at the end of subsection (a) 

the following new clause: 
"(10) Psychologtst-
"hold a doctoral degree in psychology !rom 

a college or university approved by the Ad
ministrator, have completed study !or such 
degree in a specialty area of psychology and 
an internship which are satisfactory to the 
Administrator, and be licensed or certified 
as a psychologist in a State, except that the 
Administrator may waive the requirement of 
licensure or certification !or an individual 
psychologist !or a period not to exceed two 
years on the condition that such psychologist 
provide patient care only under the direct 
supervision of a psychologist who 1s so 
licensed or certified."; and 

( 2) inserting "podiatrist, optometrist," in 
subsection (b) after "dentist,". 

(c) The amendment made by subsection 
(b) (1) of this section to require that a 
psychologist appointed to a position in the 
Department of Medicine and Surgery of the 
Veterans' Administration be licensed or cer
tified as a psychologist in a State shall not 
apply to any person employed as a psycholo
gist by the Veterans' Administration on or 
before May 1, 1979. 

SEc. 302. Section 4106(b) is amended by 
striking out "three" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "two". 

SEc. 303. Section 5053 (a) is amended by 
inserting a comma and "or organ banks, 
blood banks, or similar institutions" after 
"facilities". 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Time for debate on this bill is lim
ited to 1 hour, to be equally divided and 
controlled between the Senator from Cal
ifornia <Mr. CRANSTON) and the Senator 
from Wyoming (Mr. SIMPSON), With 30 
minutes on .any amendment in the first 
degree, except an amendment by the 
Senator from New Hampshire <Mr. 
HUMPHREY) on which there shall be 2 
hours, and with 20 minutes on any 
amendment in the second degree, de
batable motion, appeal, or point of order. 

The Chair recognizes the Senator 
from California. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, S. 
1039, as reported, the proposed Veterans' 
Administration Health Resources and 
Programs Extension Act of 1979, is de
signed to maintain and improve the 
quality, scope, and efficiency of health 
care services provided the Nation's vet
erans through the Veterans' Administra
tion health care system. It does this, in 
part, by rechanneling some resources 
from areas of low priority to high-prior
ity areas where the need is greatest. 

The bill would accomplish this purpose 
by placing on selected health care ben
efits certain limitations-designed so as 
not to place a hardship on needy vet
erans or deprive any veteran of neces
sary care--and applying most of the re
sulting cost savings to badly needed 
health care staffing. Thus, it would con
dition entry into effect and continuing 
legal effect of the three cost-savings pro
visions-that is, first, tightening non
service-connected beneficiary travel 
reimbursements; second, the furnishing 
of nonprescription drugs, medicines, and 
supplies as part of non-service-connected 
outpatient care; and third, eligibility for 
outpatient dental care for certain non
compensable service-connected condi
tions-on certification on October 1, 
1979, and quarterly thereaftez:. by the 
Director of OMB that a su11ic1ent per
sonnel ceiling has been allocated to the 

VA's Department of Medicine and Sur
gery to carry out its statutory mission 
of providing patient care to veteran ben
eficiaries as well as to staff fully new 
facility and program activations in fiscal 
year 1980. 

s. 1039 would also extend authoriza
tion of appropriations for the program 
of grant assistance to State extended
care facilities for veterans and increase 
the rates of per diem payments to these 
facilities for care provided veterans; ex
tend the authorization of appropriations 
for the exchange of medical information 
program· provide for the reimbursement 
or payment for chiropractic services for 
certain eligible veterans; make other 
minor changes in VA health care ben
efits; and make various revisions in the 
VA health care personnel system and 
medical administration authorities. 

Mr. President, in these times of fiscal 
austerity, even programs of the high 
priority traditionally and properly af
forded to those for veterans must be 
subject to some belt tightening to squeeze 
out unnecessary spending and to assign 
priorities in the use of scarce resources. 
The provisions of S. 1039 have been care
fully designed so that abuses and un
necessary costs can be curbed while at 
the same time no truly needy veteran 
would be denied necessary health care 
or access to such care. It would apply the 
cost savings resulting from these econo
mies to restore badly needed staffing to 
VA health care facilities. 

Mr. President, I want to express my 
particular appreciation to the ranking 
minority member of the committe~. the 
Senator from Wyoming <Mr. SIMPSON) , 
for his excellent contributions and spirit 
of cooperation in the development of this 
measure. I also want to express my ap
preciation to the other members of the 
committee who have been so helpful
Senators TALMADGE, RANDOLPH, MAT
SUNAGA, THURMOND, and STAFFORD. 

Mr. President, the committee bill has 
three titles: Extension and improvement 
of certain Veterans' Administration 
health programs; realinement of veter
ans health care and related benefits; ~d 
Veterans' Administration medical per
sonnel and miscellaneous amendments, 
as follows: 

Title I: Extension and improvement of 
~ert~in Veterans' Administration health 
programs.-This title would revise a~d 
extend the authorizations of appropna
tions in title 38, United States Code, for 
·the program of matching-fund construc
tion grants for State veterans home fa
cilities and for exchange of medical in
formation-EMI-program and increase 
per diem rates for State veterans' home 
care. Included in title I are provisions 
that would: 

. First, extend the authorization of an
nual appropriaMons-at the present $15 
million level-for the program of match
ing grants to the States for the construc
tion remodeling, and renovation of State 
vete~ans' home hospital, nursing, and 
domiciliary facilities through fiscal 
ye~rs 1980, 1981, and 1982. 

Second, provide that, under the pro
gram of matching grants for State home 
construction projects, no State could re
ceive in any fiscal year more than one-

third of the amount appropriated for 
such fiscal year or $3 million, whichever 
is greater. 

Third, extend the authorization of an
nual appropriations-at the present $4 
million level-for the exchange of med
ical information program through fiscal 
ye~rs 1980, 1981, and 1982. 

Fourth authorize the Administrator 
of Veter~ns· Affairs to enter into agree
ments under the EMI program with pub
lic or nonprofit private institutions, or
ganizations, corporations, or entities in 
order to participate in cooperative 
he~lth-care personnel education pro
grams within the geographical areas of 
VA health-care facilities located in areas 
remote from major ac~demic health 
centers. 

Fifth increase the rates of per diem 
payme~ts to State veterans' homes to 
$6.35 fo; domiciliary care, $12.10 for 
nursing home care, and $13.25 for hos
pital care. 

Title II: Veterans health care andre
lated benefits.-This title would amend 
title 38 United States Code, to revise, 
clarify, 'limit, and expand various health 
care benefits for veter~ns. and would as
sure that savings provided under cer
tain revisions of health care benefits are 
used to maintain adequate staffing with
in the VA's Department of Medicine 
and surgery. Included in title II are pro
visions that would: 

First, provide that-except with re
spect to a person receiving benefits for or 
in connection with a service-connected 
disability-payment for allowable travel 
expenses incurred going to and from a 
VA facility would be provided only for 
travel by special vehicular mode of 
transportation that is required formed
ical reasons and either has been author
ized in advance or, to the extent that 
the Administrator provides by regula
tion, has been undertaken in a medical 
emergency of such a nature that the de
lay incident to obtaining prior authori
zation would have been hazardous to life 
or health; or when the person claiming 
reimbursement is receiving or eligible · 
to receive pension-or meets the applica
ble income standard for receipt of pen
sion-under section 521 of title 38 and 
then in any fiscal year, only after such 
pers~n has paid the first $25 in such ex
penses and, with respect to the next $150 
in expenses only for one-half of any 
such expenses. 

Second, provide for the reimburse
ment-or direct payment-of reasonable 
charges for chiropractic services, not 
otherwise covered by available health in
surance or other reimbursement, pro
vided to certain veterans with neuromus
culoskeletal conditions of the spine; 
limit the amount payable for authorized 
chiropractic services furnished an in
dividual veteran to $200 per year and the 
total VA expenditures for chiropractic 
services to $4 million in any fiscal year~ 
establish a September 30, 1983, cutoff 
date for the provision of chiropractic 
services for which reimbursement or pay
ment may be made; and require the Ad
ministrator to submit an annual report 
on the utilization of chiropractic serv
ices under the new authority. 
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Third, limit the furnishing of outpa

tient dental services, dental treatment, 
and related dental appliances to a vet
eran with a service-connected, noncom
pensable-zero-rated--dental condition 
or disability to only those veterans who 
have served on active duty for a period of 
at least 180 days and made application 
for such treatment within 6 months after 
discharge and as to whom the Depart
ment of Defense has not certified, in 
writing, that the veteran was provided, 
during the 90 days immediately prior to 
such veteran's discharge, a complete 
dental examination-including X-rays
and all appropriate dental services and 
treatment indicated by such examina
tion. 

Fourth, require, prior to the furnish
ing of fee-basis dental care to a veteran 
at a cost of more than $500 in any 12-
month period, a determination by the 
Administrator, based on the results of an 
examination by a VA dentist, that the 
furnishing of such treatment at such cost 
is reasonably necessary. 

Fifth, limit the furnishing of nonpre
scription drugs, medicines, and medical 
supplies in connection with non-service
connected outpatient care generally to 
those veterans who are receiving or eligi
ble to receive pension-er who meet the 
income standard for receipt of pension
under section 521 of title 38; and require 
the Administrator to promulgate regula
tions authorizing the furnishing of non
prescription drugs, medicines, and sup
plies as part of non-service-connected 
outpatient care in order to avoid sub
stantial hardship that would result from 
the extraordinary cost to the veteran of 
obtaining such products commercially. 

Sixth, clarify that veterans who, as a 
result of non-service-connected disabil
ity, are in need of regular aid and attend
ance or are housebound are eligible for 
home health services. 

Seventh, provide that the surviving 
spouse of a person whose death during 
active duty service was the result of serv
ice-connected causes would be eligible for 
benefits under the civilian health and 
medical program of the Veterans' Ad
ministration-CHAMPVA- if such sur
viving spouse had remarried and the sub
sequent marriage had been terminated 
by death, divorce, or annulment. 

Eighth, provide that a CHAMPVA
eligible child between the ages of 18 and 
23 who is pursuing full-time study at an 
approved educational institution and 
who suffers a mental or physical dis
ability that prevents the child from con
tinuing his or her studies would remain 
eligible for benefits until 6 months after 
the mental or physical condition is no 
longer so disabling, until 2 years after 
the date of onset of the disability; or 
until the student's 23d birthday, which
ever comes first. 

Ninth, provide that, except for the 
amendments relating to beneficiary 
travel reimbursement, dental benefits, 
and the provision of nonprescription 
drugs, medicines, and supplies, the effec
tive date of the amendments made by 
title II of the committee bill is October 1, 
1979. 

Tenth, provide that the cost-savings 
amendments limiting beneficiary travel 

reimbursement for non-service-con
nected travel, outpatient dental care for 
certain noncompensable service-con
nected dental conditions, and the provi
sion of nonprescription drugs, medicines, 
and supplies in connection with non
service-connected outpatient care shall 
take effect on October 1, 1979, but only if, 
prior to that date, the Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget 
<OMB) has certified in writing to the 
appropriate committees of the Congress 
that the VA has been allocated for its 
Department of Medicine and Surgery 
<D.M. & S.) a specific personnel ceiling 
for the first quarter of fiscal year 
1980, for which appropriate funding is 
available. Thereafter, the cost-savings 
amendments would remain in effect only 
as long as the Director of OMB provides 
that same kind of certification on the 
first day of each succeeding quarter. In 
the event of any failure to make such 
certification, the legislation would per
.manently lose effect. 

Title ill: Veterans' Administration 
medical personnel and miscellaneous 
amendments.-This title would revise 
certain requirements pertaining to D.M. 
& s. personnel and expand the Adminis
trator's authority to enter into sharing 
agreements. Included in title lli are pro
visions that would: 

First, specify that psychologists are 
among those health professionals who 
may be appointed to Civil Service posi
tions in D.M. & S. and establish qualifica
tion standards, including a general re
quirement for licensure or certification 
by a State, for psychologists eligible for 
such appointment. 

Second, add a U.S. citizenship require
ment for appointment of podiatrists and 
optometrists in D.M. & S. 

Third, shorten from 3 years to 2 years 
the probationary period of D.M. & S. pro
fessional employees. 

Fourth, expand the Administrator's 
authority to enter into sharing agree
ments to include agreements between VA 
facilities and blood banks, organ banks, 
and similar institutions. 

Mr. President, in order that all Sena
tors and the public may have a full un
derstanding of the various provisions of 
S. 1039 as reported, I ask unanimous con
sent that there be printed in the RECORD 
at this point pertinent excerpts from 
Senate Report No. 90-177 accompanying 
this bill. 

There being no objection, the excerpts 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

DISCUSSION 

TITLE I: EXTENSION AND IMPROVEMENT OF 
CERTAIN VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION HEALTH 
PROGRAMS 

Title I of the Committee bill would revise 
and extend the program of matching grants 
to the States for the construction, remodel
ing. or renovation of State veterans' home 
hospital, nursing home, and domici11ary care 
fa.c111ties, increase the rates of per diem pay
ments to State veterans' homes for the care 
of eligible veterans, and revise and extend 
the program of exchange of medical 
information. 

State veterans' homes programs 
Included in title 38, United States Code, 

are two programs of assistance to State vet-

erans' home extended-care facilities provid
ing care to veterans who are ·eligible for VA 
care--a program of per diem payments for 
care provided to veterans in such facUlties 
and a program of matching grants for the 
construction, remodeling or renovation of 
State veterans' homes. 

Increase in per d.iem 
Payments to State Homes 

The program of assistance to State homes 
for veterans began on August 27, 1888, with 
the enactment of an Act to provide aid to 
State or territorial homes for the support of 
disabled soldiers and sailors of the United 
States. The a.ct made provision for annual 
per capita contributions to the 11 States 
which at that time provided domiciliary care 
for disabled veterans in State homes. The 
program was subsequently amended in 1939 
to extend suoh assistance to State home hos
pitals and in 1964 to include State nursing 
homes and to establish separate per diem 
rates for domiclllary care and nursing home 
care. Ena.ctments in 1968, 1969, and 1973, 
increased those per diem ra.tes; and the 1969 
enactment also authorized a separate per 
diem rate for hospital care. The last increase, 
provided in 1976 by Public Law 94-417, 
established the existing per diem rates for 
the care of eligible veterans in State home 
fac111ties as follows: $5.50 for domiciliary 
care, $10.50 for nursing home care, and $11.50 
for hospital care. 

The Committee believes that an increase 
in these rates is fully justified by the infla
tion that has been experienced since the 
1976 law. 

According to the Congressiona.l Budget 
Omce, the Consumer Price Index inflation 
factor for the 3-year period fiscal year 1977 
through fiscal year 1979 is 23.4 percent. How
ever, in recognition and support of the desire 
to contain Federal expenditures, section 103 
of the Committee bill would provide for a 
15-percent increase. Thus, effective Octo
ber 1, 1979, the per diem payment for dom1-
c111ary care would be increased to $6.35, for 
nursing home care to $12.10, and for hospital 
care to $13.25. 
Grants for the Construction of State Homes 

The program of assistance to States for 
the construction, remodeling, and renovation 
of State home fac111ties began on August 19, 
1964, with the ena.ctment of Public Law 88-
450, which authorized annual appropriations 
of $5 milllon for the making of State home 
grants by the Veterans' Administration to 
pay 50 percent of the costs of constructing 
new nursing-care fac111ties, expanding or re
modeling bulldings for use as nursing-care 
fac111ties, and initially ~quipping such fac111-
ties. Public Law 91-178, ena.cted on December 
30, 1969, established a separate grant-assist
ance program providing 50-percent Federal 
funding for the remodeling of existing State 
home hospital and domic111ary care fac111ties 
and authorized an annua.l appropriation of 
$5 million for such grants. Subsequently, the 
enactment of Public Law 93-82 on August 2, 
1973, raised the maximum amount of VA par
ticipation in the construction of indi~idual 
projects in both the nursing home and the 
domic111ary and hospital facility programs 
from 50 percent to 65 percent. 

The last substantive amendments to the 
State home construction authorities were 
made by Public Law 95-62, enacted on July 
5, 1977, which consolidated the two programs 
into a single grant authority under sub
chapter III of chapter 81 of title 38 (includ
ing authority with respect to construction 
of State nursing-home-care fac111ties), in
creased the annual authorization of appro
priations for the consolidated program to $16 
m11lion, and increased the aggregate amount 
of the sums appropriated under the program 
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that any one State could receive in any given 
fiscal year from 20 percent to one-third. A 
total of $94,700,000 has been appropriated 
under the State home construction grant 
program since fiscal year 1966. 

The VA proposed, inS. 1039, to extend the 
authorization of annual appropriations for 
State home construction grants at $5 mlllion 
for fiscal year 1980 and such sums as may 
be necessary in subsequent fiscal years. In 
the Administrator's April 20, 1979, letter of 
transmittal accompanying the draft blll, the 
VA provided the following justification for 
extension of the program: 

Present VA facllltles are not adequate to 
cope with the special needs of today's elderly 
veterans. The V A's 88 nursing homes are 
filled to capacity • • • [and there are) long 
waiting lists for admission to most of them. 
Some State nursing homes and domiclllaries 
are also running at near capacity. It is clear 
that much needs to be done to prepare for 
the increasing number of elderly veterans 
(about threefold in 15 years) who wlll re
quire extended care before the next decade 
has passed. 

The committee shares the view of the VA 
that much needs to be done to prepare for 
the rapidly growing numbers of elderly vet
erans and believes that the State home pro
gram represents a proven and cost-effective 
means of providing care, especially nursing 
home and domiclllary care, to substantial 
numbers of elderly veterans, and, in some 
cases, family members of veterans. The VA 
proposal to cut the authorization level !or 
construction of State homes !rom $15 mil
lion to $5 mlllion, an amount which is $5 
mlllion less than the fiscal year 1979 appro
priation of $10 mlllion, is inconsistent with 
the VA's own assertion that we need to 
expand existing faclllties to accommodate 
the increasing numbers of elderly veterans 
who wlll soon require nursing home and 
domic111ary care and with the demand by the 
States !or such construction assistance. Ac
cording to information supplied to the Com
mittee by the VA, 17 approved but unfunded 
applications for State home construction 
funds are presently pending before the agen
cy at a total amount requested of $18.6 mil
lion. In addition, according to the VA, the 
States have indicated that they wlll submit 
an additional 22 applications requesting a. 
total of $29.9 mlllion over the next 12-month 
period. 

In the committee's view, the need to ex
pand the State home program and the dem
onstrated wlllingness of the States to par
ticipate by providing the 35-percent match 
clearly warrant a future level of appropria
tions substantially higher than the current 
fiscal year appropriation or $10 mlllion and 
provide assurance that a higher amount 
would be fully utmzed. Thus, section 101 of 
the committee blll would authorize annual 
appropriations for this important program 
of $15 mlllion for fiscal years 1980, 1981, and 
1982. 

As discussed above, under current law no 
State may receive in any fiscal year more 
than one-third of the total amount appro
priated for such fiscal year for State home 
construction. The VA proposed repealing this 
restriction in its entirety on the ground 
that the limitation on the amount of funds 
which could be obligated so limits the scope 
of a project that, in many instances, it would 
not be feasible or cost effective to undertake 
the project, particularly where new con
struction is contemplated. 

Although the committee shares, to some 
extent, the concerns of the VA that, as con
struction costs increase and appropriations 
do not, the initiation of some vitally needed 
new projects may not be feasible, the com
mittee is not willing to repeal the restriction 
altogether. Without some limitation a few 
States could receive inequitably large grants 
while equally deserving projects in other 

States would remain unfunded. Thus, sec
tion 101 of the committee blll would provide 
that no State may, in any fiscal year, receive 
more than one-third of the amount appro
priated or $3 million, whichever is greater. 
Thus, 1f $15 m1111on were appropriated in a 
single fiscal year, a single State could receive 
up to $5 million; and, 1f only $5 mllllon were 
appropriated, a single State would be eligible 
to receive up to $3 mllllon. In the commit
tee's view, this modification would equitably 
resolve the concerns of both the VA and the 
committee. 

Planned Review of State Homes Programs 
The committee is well aware of the grow

ing number of elderly veterans who wlll re
quire extended care services in the near fu
ture and recognizes the fact as does the VA 
itself (as discussed earlier) that, since VA 
fac111ties wlll not be able to accommodate 
all of the elderly veterans in need of such 
services, State veterans' homes wlll play an 
increasingly important role in the provision 
of care to veterans. Thus, the committee in
tends to examine in detail the issues sur
rounding the provision of care in State vet
erans' homes with a view toward making 
whatever changes may be needed to achieve 
the programs' full potential for furnishing 
appropriate extended care to eligible elderly 
veterans and, in this regard, will ask the 
General Accounting omce to undertake are
view of State veterans' homes programs, in
cluding the adequacy of present and proposed 
levels of Federal support. 

Exchange of medical information program 
The exchange of medical information 

(EMI) program, first authorized in 1966 
(Public Law 89-785), is designed to strength
en medical programs at VA hospitals that 
are not amliated with medical schools or are 
in locations remote from medical teaching 
centers, and to foster the widest possible 
cooperation and consultation among mem
bers of the medical profession by bringing 
modern medical and communications tech
nology to bear on the quality of services 
available to veterans in such hospitals. 

Since its inception, the EM! program has 
acted as the funding vehicle for approxi
mately 50 projects either through grants to 
medical schools or other eligible institutions 
or by means of direct funding of appropriate 
VA hospital projects. The scope of EMI proj
ects has varied from those in which but one 
VA faclllty has participated to those bene
fiting more than 170 VA hospitals. The fol
lowing are typical of the projects funded 
under the EMI program: 

( 1) The Nuclear Medicine Network has pro
vided the Marlon, Illinois, and Poplar Bluff, 
Missouri, VA hospitals with nuclear medicine 
diagnostic capa.blllty while improving those 
hospitals' working relationships with the VA 
hospital in St. Louis. 

(2) The Center for Continuing Health Edu
cation has provided various medical and den
tal improvements to eight remote VA hos
pitals in Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, 
and Wyoming, while directly strengthening 
educational ties between these hospitals and 
the Salt Lake City VA hospital/University of 
Utah medical complex. 

(3) The Interactive Telecommunications 
System for Central Maine, a two-way tele
vision network permitting communication 
between medical and educational faclllties, 
involves physicians in geographlcally remote 
sites in continuing education activities. 

(4) The Dental Training Center, located in 
the VA Medical Center in Washington, D.C., 
has as its mission imoroving the aualitv of 
dental services rendered in the VA and in
creasing the productive capacity of its per
sonnel. In support of its mission, the Dental 
Training Center conducts continuing educa
tion cour~es for dentists and dental auxllia
ries, produces films on various dental sub
jects, provides co-axial cable television 

support for dental courses, and exchanges 
dental information with State dentalassocl.a.
tions. 

The Committee believes that the EMI pro
gram is cost effective and has played a valu
able role in enhancing the quality of serv
ices provided in VA faclllties, particularly 
unaftUlated and geographically remote faclll
ties, and in heightening the morale of per
sonnel located in such faciUties . Thus, the 
Committee believes that the EMI program 
authority should be continued and expand
ed, and, section 102 of the Committee blll 
could continue for fiscal years 1980, 1981, 
and 1982 the present annual appropriation 
authorization of $4 mllllon for the EMI pro
gram. . n addition, the Committee blll would 
clarify the authority of the Administrator 
to enter into agreements with public and 
non-profit private organizations for coopera
tive health-care personnel education pro
grams within the geographic areas served by 
VA health-care personnel fac111ties located 
in areas remote from major academic medi
cal centers. This authority, which was re
quested by the VA, is intended to fac111tate 
training opportunities in unaftUla.ted VA 
medical fac111ties located in remote areas 
and, according to the VA, would enhance both 
the quality and quantity of health care per
sonnel resources available to such fac111ties. 
TITLE n: REALIGNMENT OF VETERANS HEALTH 

CARE AND RELATED BENEFITS 

Title II of the Committee blll would revise 
the eligib111ty requirements for receipt of cer
tain travel reimbursement, dental benefits 
and nonprescription drugs, medicines, and 
supplies by certain veterans and condition 
the effectiveness of such revisions on certain 
actions by the Director of the omce of Man
agement and Budget; provide authority for 
reimbursements to certain veterans for chiro
practic services; clarify the eligib111ty for 
home health services of veterans who are in 
need of regular aid and attendance or who 
are housebound; and expand eligib111ty for 
receipt of CHAMPVA benefits. 

Background 
S. 741, the Administration's proposed "Vet

erans Medical Amendments of 1979", in
cluded three provisions designed to effect cost 
savings. First, it would have eliminated 
totally reimbursement for travel expenses of 
non-service-connected veterans going to and 
!rom VA health fa.c111ties except for situa
tions in which such veterans required spe
cial vehicular modes of transportation for 
medical reasons and such transportation was 
authorized in advance. Second, it would have 
eliminated totally the provision of outpatient 
dental treatment for a service-connected 
noncompensable (zero-rated) dental condi
tion, that is neither attributable to service 
trauma nor the dental condition of a veter
an who had been a prisoner of war for more 
than 6 montJhs. Finally, it would have elimi
nated totally the provision of oupatient non
prescription drugs, medicines, and medical 
supplies to non-service-connected veterans 
except for veterans who were 65 years of age 
o:· older, in receipt of pension, permanently 
housebound or in need of regular aid and 
attendance, receiving hospital-based home 
health care. 

In its transmittal letter dated March 12, 
1979, accompanying the draft blll, the VA 
stated that the cost savings that would result 
from enactment of the limitation on travel 
reimbursement would ena-ble "limited VA re
sources • • • (to) be more effectively uti
lized"; the cost savings realized by eliminat
ing the provision of dental treatment to cer
tain veterans would allow the VA to "refocus 
our resources to provide more extended and 
faster outpatient dental care"; and the cost 
savings reallzed by Umi tlng the provision of 
nonprescription drugs, medicines, and sup
plies would permit the VA to "reallocate 
scarce VA resources • • • to areas where the 
need is more acute". 
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In point of fact, accordlng to the VA budget 

documents for fiscal year 1980, the nearly 
$100 mllllon that the VA estimated would be 
saved if the cost-savings provisions were en
acted, would be subtracted from the already 
strained VA budget and not "more effectively 
utilized", "refocused", or "reallocated" by 
the VA. 

At the same time, stringent limitations 
have been placed in fiscal year 1979 on per
sonnel celUngs in the VA's Department of 
Medlcine and Surgery (DM&S) resulting in 
cutbacks in the provision of needed health 
services which can only be expected to worsen 
under the Administration's proposed budget 
for fiscal year 1980. 

The Committee's concerns in this regard 
were articulated by the Chairman in his 
March 13, 1979, letter to the President re
garding VA health-care personnel issues: 

In order to stay within current Adminis
tration limitations for VA programs for fiscal 
year 1979, the VA indicates that it will em
ploy 3,273 staff (full-time equivalent em
ployees (FTEE's)) fewer under the medical 
care account (180,919 FTEE's in fiscal year 
1979) than contemplated by the [fiscal year 
1979] appropriations measure and will fur
ther reduce the number of VA medical care 
employees by 433 FrEE's in fiscal year 1980, 
to 180,476 FTEE's. 

These reductions are proposed and, in fact, 
being implemented despite the fact that new 
activations in fiscal year 1979 will require 
approximately 1,500 FTEE's in fiscal year 
1979. New activations in fiscal year 1980 w111 
require approximately 1,600 FrEE's in fiscal 
year 1980. Under your budget for fiscal year 
1980, the personnel resources for these pre
viously approved and initiated activations 
are to be acquired from existing fac111ties. 
Thus, the VA's fiscal year 1980 budget docu
ments state: 

Activation of new fac111ties in FY 1980 or 
in the future will require staffing that, in 
effect, will be derived from the managed re
duction of employment within existing facil
ities • • • The reductions of employment 
thus estimated for existing fac111ties amount 
to 1,650 FrEE's in fiscal year 1980. 

• • • [I]t seems clear to me that the VA 
health-care system is growing in size and in 
personnel requirements--through new acti
vations--but its health-care personnel are 
being spread progressively thinner and that 
there Is cause for genuine concern both for 
the quality of VA care and for the capacity 
of the system to provide the services which 
are projected for fiscal years 1979 and 1980. 

This committee is very much aware of the 
pressing need to exercise fiscal constraint in 
considering the overall Federal budget and 
fully appreciates that difficult choices must 
be made among various competing, legiti
mate demands. The committee, in Its de
liberations, has thus kept fully in mind the 
need to contain expenditures and minimize 
increases in spending for new programs. 

However, in the committee's view, the level 
of the overall VA health care program should 
not be reduced but rather maintained in 
such a way as to assure that the health care 
needs of veterans will be adequately met. 
Thus, the committee proposes, not to in
crease the overall level of the care provided 
in the VA health-care system, but rather, 
to rechannel resources from areas within the 
system which are of relatively low priority 
to respond to the very highest priority-the 
need to help restore and maintain adequate 
health-care staffing levels within the DM&S. 

Obviously, in examining existing programs 
to determine where savings could appropri
ately be realized, the committee was con
fronted with difficult choices. Although the 
committee agrees, to some extent, with the 
VA that reimbursement of non-service-con
nected travel expenses, automatically fur-

nlshing dental care to certain veterans, and 
providing routine nonprescription drugs, 
medlcines, and supplles for non-service-con
nected care in all instances are activities of 
comparatively low priority, the committee 
does not belleve that It is In the best inter
ests of veterans or necessary to wipe out 
most of the travel reimbursement benefit, 
dental care for certain veterans, and most 
nonprescription drugs, medicines, and sup
plies for veterans unable to defray the ex
penses of health care services. Instead, after 
careful deliberation, the committee deter
mined that substantial cost-savings could be 
realized by refining and tightening the eligi
b111ty criteria for receipt of travel benefits, 
dental benefits, and nonprescription drugs, 
medicines, and supplles without imposing 
hardships on needy veterans or depriving 
them of necessary care and that the savings 
could be put to better use in order to assure 
a more adequate level of staffing in VA 
health-care fac111ties. 
Limitation on travel expenses reimbursement 

Under current law (section 111 of title 38, 
United States Code), a person traveling to 
and from a VA health-care facll1ty in con
nection with a non-service-connected dis
ab111ty is entitled to reimbursement for 
travel and related expenses only if he or she 
has been determined, based on his or her 
annual declaration and certification, to be 
unable to defray the expenses of such travel. 
In addition, reimbursement for travel ex
penses generally may not exceed the actual 
cost of such travel by public transportation 
unless publlc transportation is not reason
ably ac.::essible or would be medically inad
visable or the cost of such travel is not 
greater than the cost of publlc transporta
tion. 

These restrictions on travel reimbursement 
were added to section 111 of title 38 by Pub
He Law 94-581, the Veterans Omnibus Health 
Care Act of 1976, because of the rapid in
crease in the cost of the beneficiary travel 
reimbursement program that had occurred 
over the preceding several years coupled 
with a decision by the Office of Management 
and Budget (reflected in the VA's fiscal year 
1977 budget request) that further increases 
in the ut111zation of travel benefits would 
have to be absorbed within the VA's already 
strained medical program budget. Accord
ing to this committee's report (S. Rept. No. 
94-1206, page 77) accompanying S. 2908, 
subsequently enacted as Publlc Law 94-581, 
the annual declaration and certification by a 
veteran of inability to defray expenses 
"would permit the VA to investigate the 
financial circumstances of veteran appli
cants, and would subject veterans who make 
untruthful statements concerning their 
finances to criminal sanctions (under 18 
U.S.C. 1001) "-un11ke the situation with re
spect to veterans swearing or affirming to 
the conclusive oath of inab111ty to defray the 
expenses of hospital care under present sec
tion 622 of title 38. 

S. 741, the Veterans' Administration Med
ical Amendments Act of 1979, proposed to 
eliminate travel benefits for non-service
connected disabled veterans unless the vet
eran required a special vehicular mode of 
transportation for medlcal reasons and such 
transportation were authorized in advance. 
During the April 10, 1979, hearing on the 
provisions of ·s. 741, VA witnesses were 
asked to comment on the implementation of 
existing law as it related to the annual 
declaration and certification of inab111ty to 
defray travel expenses. The VA witnesses 
stated that, to their knowledge, the VA had 
not investigated the financial circum
stances-even on a sample basis-of any 
veteran who had certified his or her inablUty 
to defray the costs of travel expenses. They 
also pointed out the great dlfficulty in en
forcing provisions requiring advance annual 
certifications of inab111ty to defray the cost 

of various unknown, often minor, travel ex
penses, such as occasional taxi fares, and 
stressed that U.S. attorneys had indlcated 
their unwillingness to prosecute cases of 
alleged fraudulent certification. 

The fact is that the 1976 law changes have 
not operated as a major factor to restrr..in 
beneficiary travel costs. Expenditures to this 
purpose were $54 million in fiscal year 1977, 
$61.8 m1llion for fiscal year 1978, and are 
estimated to be $65.2 mi111on for fiscal 
year 1979 and, under the President's budget 
request, would be capped at $65.2 mil11on !or 
fiscal year 1980. The committee acknowledges 
the problems inherent in the approach taken 
In current law to limit non-service-connected 
travel reimbursements to VA beneficiaries 
who are truly unable to defray the cost of 
such travel expenses. 

As an alternative approach, the Committee 
b111 would generally limit the eligibllity for 
reimbursement of beneficiary tra.vel expenses 
for non-service-connected disabled veterans 
to those veterans who are receiving or are 
eligible to receive pension under section 521 
of title 38 or who meet the appllcable income 
standard !or receipt of such pension but not 
the requirements respecting age, disablUty, 
or service during a period of war. This would 
establish a financial need test-far more 
generous than under any Federal or State 
income maintenance program-of $3,550 per 
year for a single person and $4,651 !or a 
couple. Reimbursement by the VA to such 
a veteran in a fiscal year would be llmited 
under the committee b111 so that no payment 
would be made for the first $25 in expenses, 
and payment would be limited to one-half 
of any part or all of the next $150 in ex
penses. Thus, after paying the first $25 in 
travel expenses, the indlvidual would copay 
the next $150 and would receive full reim
bursement for all expenses over $175-that is, 
after the individual had incurred $100 in out
of-pocket expenses in such fiscal year. The 
committee intends that this provision be 
administered in such a manner that a mini
mum national recordkeeping system would 
be established by the VA so as to provide that 
primary responsib111ty for maintaining a rec
ord of a veteran's travel expenses would fall 
on the veteran. Under this provision, sub
stantial savings to the Government would 
be realLzed while at the same time, the com
mittee belleves, no truly needy veteran would 
be denied access to medical care. 

The Committee b111 would also provide that 
travel expenses Incurred by non-service-con
nected disabled veterans going to and from 
VA fac111ties would be fully reimbursed
without any copayment or deductible re
quirements--for the e~enses of travel by 
special vehicular mode of transportation 
(such as an ambulance or an air ambulance) 
required for medical reasons 1f such travel 
either Is authorized in advance or, to the 
extent that the Administrator provides under 
regulations which the Administrator must 
prescribe, is undertaken in a medlcal emer
gency in which the delay incident to ob
taining prior authorization would have been 
hazardous to llfe or health. 

The Congressional Budget Office estimates 
that enactment of the provisions of section 
201 of the committee b111 would result in a 
cost saVings of $30.8 m1111on in fiscal year 
1980. 

Dental benefits 
Outpatient Eligibllity for certain Service

COnnected Non-Compensable Conditions 
As recently stated by the committee in its 

report accompanying S. 7, the -proposed "Vet
erans' Health Care Amendments of 1979" (S. 
Rept. No. 96-100, pages 22-23): 

Under present law, the basic authority for 
dental care is set forth in subsections (a) 
and (f) of section 612 of title 38, United 
States Code. Subsection (a) authorizes the 
Admlnistrator of Veterans' Affairs, within the 
limits o! VA fac111ties, to furnish medical 
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services to a veteran !or a serv1oe-connected 
disab111ty. Subsection (f) authorizes the Ad
ministrator, within the limits of VA !aclll
ties, to furnish medical services for any dis
ab111ty on an outpatient or ambulatory basis 
in certain limited cases. By statutory defini
tion, as set forth in section 601 (b) (A) (i), 
"medical services" include dental services. 
(Under section 610(a) of title 38, relating to 
VA hospital care eligib111ty, veterans who are 
eligible !or hospital care are also eligible !or 
dental care on an inpatient basis during a 
hospital stay because the term "hospital 
care", by statutory definition set forth in sec
tion 601 ( 5) (A) ( i) , includes medical services 
rendered in the course of hospitalization.) 
Subsection (b) of section 612imposes specific 
limitations on the provision of dental care 
as authorized by subsections (a) and (!) by 
providing that only the categories of care 
specified in subsection (b) may be provided 
on an outpatient basis ... . 

Under section 612 (b), veterans may receive 
outpatient dental care !or a service-con
nected dental condition or disablUty only if 
the condition or disability is (1) compen
sable in degree; (2) noncompensable but 
shown to have been in existence at the time 
of discharge or release from active military 
service and application !or treatment is made 
within 1 year of discharge or release or cor
rection of disqualifying discharge or release, 
whichever is later; (3) due to combat wounds 
or other service traumas; or (4) a condition 
or disability of a former prisoner of war. 

Thus, those veterans with "service-con
nected noncompensable" (zero-rated) dental 
conditions (so-called "Class II" dental bene
ficiaries in the implementing regulation, 38 
CFR 17.123(b) ), which are unrelated to serv
ice trauma or prisoner of war status, are 
ellgible for VA outpatient dental treatment 
!or those conditions if application to the VA 
is made within 1 year after discharge or the 
upgrading of a disqualifying discharge. In 
!act, these conditions are often, as a practi
cal matter, classifiable as "service-connected" 
at some point in the veterans' first 12 months 
after discharge. 

The VA, in its draft b111, introduced as 
S. 741, proposed the total repeal of seotlon 
612(b) (2) of title 38. In the March 12, letter 
of transmittal accompanying the draft blll, 
the VA estimated that under current law 
more than 66,000 veterans will present them
selves during fiscal year 1979 for outpatient 
treatment of dental conditions which existed 
during aotlve duty but for which those vet
erans either did not seek or receive any treat
ment during service or who began but did not 
complete treatment during service. The VA 
letter of transmittal justifies eliminating the 
eligiblllty of such veterans for automatic 
post-service dental treatment as follows: 

We believe that it is properly the responsi
bility of the dental services of the Depart
ment of Defense to correct these generally 
minor dental conditions which, for example, 
include, but are not limited to treatable 
carious teeth and replaceable missing teeth. 
We do not believe that it is appropriate for 
the VA to provide this dental care which wa.s 
not provided or completed by the Depart
ment of Defense. Elimination of such ellgi
billty wlll allow us to refocus our resources 
to provide more extended and faster outpa
tient dental ca.re for veterans with more seri
ous service-connected dental conditions, 
those resulting from direct service trauma or 
prisoner-of-war status, those whose dental 
conditions are associated with and are ag
gravating disease or injury incurred or ag
gravated by m111tary service, those whose den
tal care was initiated but not completed 
during a period of hospitalization and those 
elderly veterans of the Spanish American 
and Indian Wars. 

Although the committee would concur in 
the vA·s argument that the provision of den-
tal treatment to Class II beneficiaries is more 

properly the responsib111ty of the Department 
of Defense, the•e is no evidence whatscever 
that the Department of Defense has any in
ten ... ion oi t.SSUming this responsii:>1Uty. On 
the contrary, the Department of Defense 
budget documents for fiscal year 1980 do not 
show a transfer of this activity from the VA 
to the Department of Defense. Furthermore, 
information available to the committee indi
cates that the dental services of the Depart
ment of Defense are currently operating at 
two-thirds strength while, at the sa.me time, 
the Department has discontinued the award 
of scholarships to dental students under the 
Armed Forces · Health Professions Scholar
ship program. Finally, during questioning at 
the April 10 hearing, VA witnesses admitted 
that their m111tary colleagues had indicated, 
informally, that Department of Defense den
tal resources "would not permit them to take 
care of all of these dental needs". 

The committee believes strongly that the 
Federal Government would be totally unfair 
if it abandoned its obligation to care for the 
dental health of service persons, as the Ad
mlnistr&ltion seems to be proposing. The com
mittee does believe, however, that the VA eli
gibllity requirements under section 612 (b) of 
title 38 can be tightened. Current law pro
vides the benefit to any veterans, regardless 
of the duration of active-duty service. It 
seems improbable that an individual whose 
service was limited to only a few days' or 
months' duration could develop dental con
ditions of a nontraumatic nature such that 
the VA should assume responsibility for pro
viding comprehensive dental care services 
(which the VA has determined to cost $660 
per beneficiary) . Likewise, providing the po
tential beneficiary with 12 months ·in which 
to apply to receive dental treatment appears 
overly generous, not only because of the con
straints on the VA budget but because dental 
conditions unrelated to active duty could 
develop and exacerbate, resulting in in
creased costs, during that period of time. 

Thus, section 203 of the Committee bill 
would authorize the furnishing of dental 
services, treatment, and related dental ap
pliances to a Class II beneficiary only if such 
veteran had served on active duty for at least 
180 days (which conforms to other provi
sions of title 38 setting forth length of serv
ice criteria, that is, section 1652 (180 days for 
GI blll benefits) and section 2011(1) (180 
days for certain employment rights) and a 6-
month minimum period of internment in 
section 312(b) for purposes of the presump
tion of service connection with respect to 
certain diseases from which a former prisoner 
of war is su1Iering) and, in the case of such 
a veteran who is discharged or released 
from active duty on or after the date of en
actment of the Committee blll, makes ap
plication for treatment within 6 months af
ter discharge and the Department of Defense 
has not certified, in writing, that the veteran 
was provided, during the 90 days immediately 
prior to such veteran's discharge, a complete 
dental examination, including X-rays, and 
all appropriate dental services and treatment 
indicated by such examination. The Com
mittee is aware of the fact that any such 
certification would be included in a veteran's 
official medical records, which are often un
obtainable for several months a!ter discharge 
since they must be sent to the Department of 
Defense record center after final processing. 
Therefore, it 1s the Committee's intent that 
the VA consider the requirement respeoting 
Department of Defense certification to be 
satisfied if the veteran's Department of De
fense form 214 (a discharge document) con
tains a notation to the e1Iect that the vet
eran's official medical record contains the 
requisite certification. Alternatively, it would 
seem to be a workable arrangement for the 
armed service concerned to transmit a. copy 
of such certification to the VA directly. 

Finally, section 203 of the Committee bill 

would amend section 612 (b) of title 38 to 
require, prior to the authorization of fee
basis outpatient dental treatment to a vet
eran at a cost of more than $500 in any 12-
month period, that a determination be made, 
based on the results of an examination of a 
VA dentist, that the furnishing of the treat
ment at the proposed cost is reasonably nec
essary. It is the Committee's intent in adopt
ing this limltation that, by requiring VA 
dental personnel to examine veterans prior 
to the initiation of costly fee-basis dental 
care, v A dentists wUl undertake to provide 
some, if not all, of the indicated care that 
otherwise. would be furnished on a fee baals 
at considerably greater expense. Indeed, ap
plication of the new dental care priorities 
and fee-basis uental-care cap whh:h wvuiu be 
added to present section 612 (b) by section 
102(b) (4) of s. 7 as reported by this Com
mittee on April 27, 1979, would require that 
this be undertaken in many, 1! not most, 
such cases. ~ n any event, the independent VA 
examination is intended to provide a "second 
opinion" of the extent of the need of a vet
eran for dental treatment and the reason
ableness of the proposed cost. 

The Congressional Budget Office estimates 
that enactment of the provisions of section 
203 of the Committee bill wlll result in cost 
savings of $3.4 mlllion in fiscal year 1980. 
Limltation on the Provision of Nonprescrip-

tion Drugs, Medicines, and Supplies 
Under current law, veterans who receive 

care in a VA fac111ty on an outpatient basis 
are provided nonprescription drugs, medi
cines, and medical supplies on the authoriza
tion of a VA physician. The VA, in S. 7.U, 
proposed amending section 612(f) (1) (B) of 
title 38 to limit the provision of nonprescrip
tion drugs, medicines, and medical supplies 
to veterans receiving outpatient treatment 
of non-service-connected disab111ties to those 
veterans who are in receipt of pension, 65 
years of age or over, permanently house
bound or in need of regular aid and attend
ance, or receiving hospital-based home care. 
The e1Iect of the proposed amendment would 
be to prohibit VA pharmacies from provid
ing nonprescription drugs, medicines, and 
supplies to veterans whose el1gib111ty for the 
receipt of outpatient services is based on 
their inability to defray expenses and who 
are not in one of the excepted categories. 

The VA, in its transmittal letter accompa
nying the draft bill, justified its inclusion 
of the proposed amendment as follows: 

The cost of providing such drugs, medi
cines and supplies is constantly increasing. 
We believe that the savings resulting from 
enactment of this proposal would allow us 
to redirect these funds to other areas of 
medical care where the need is more acute. 
We believe that elimlnating entitlement to 
over-the-counter drugs, medicines and sup
plies for some non-service-connected veter
ans is the most logical step in redirecting the 
limited resources of the VA to provide the 
most effective health care. 

Enactment of this proposal wm also result 
in providing faster service to those who re
main entitled since the total number of 
drug, medicine and medical supplies trans
actions provided by the same number of VA 
pharmacy personnel will be reduced. 

Those whose entitlement will be withdrawn 
by this proposal will generally be those non
service-connected veterans with less severe 
disab111ties or whose income levels or net 
worth disqualify them for pension benefits. 
We, therefore, believe that enactment will 
not cause hardships. We estimate that the 
average cost of drugs or medicines and sup
plies to these veterans to be $3.46 and $6.69, 
respectively, per prescription. We also be
lieve that if eligibility for such over-the
counter drugs, medicines and supplies 1a 
eliminated, such veterans will become more 
self-reliant and less dependent on the VA. 
We believe this will tend to be therapeutic. 
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The committee agrees that, in many in

stances, the routine provision of non
prescription products is unnecessary; but the 
committee believes that enactment of the 
VA's proposed amendment without substan
tial modification would be inequitable and 
harsh in its application to needy veterans. 
It would, for example, establish a. presump
tion-for which the committee is aware of no 
factual basis-that any veteran 65 years of 
age or older is more in need than a. veteran 
under 65 years of age. Furthermore, it would 
completely disregard the plight of a. ca.ta.
strophica.Uy-disa.bled non-service-connected 
veteran not receiving pension who requires 
nonprescription products on a. regular basis. 
The Paralyzed Veterans of America., during 
their testimony at the April 10 hearing, ad
vised the committee that the monthly cost 
to the VA of supplies used by a. typical 
spinal cord injured veteran total $56.14 and 
that such a veteran would have to pay three 
to five times the VA cost to purchase such 
products in the private sector. In responding 
to questions at the April 10 hearing. the VA 
witnes5es conceded that the provision as pro
posed in S. 741 was deficient in a. number 
of respects and needed to be rethought and 
revised. 

Accordingly, section 204 of the committee 
bill would establish new criteria for the pro
vision of outpatient nonprescription drugs, 
medicines, and supplies for the treatment 
of non-service-connected disabilities pursu
ant to section 612(f) (1). It would limit the 
provision of such products for non-service
connected veterans to those veterans who are 
receiving or eligible to receive pension under 
section 521 of title 38 or who meet the appli
cable income standard for receipt of pen
sion but not the requirements respecting age, 
disability, or period of service. This is the 
same financial-need criterion that would be 
applied by the amendment made by section 
201 of the committee bill relating to eligibil
ity for beneficiary travel reimbursement of 
non-service-connected veterans. Thus, a. vet
eran qualifying for one benefit would auto
matically qualify for the other. 

In addition, the committee bill would re
quire the Administrator to prescribe by regu
lation conditions under which nonprescrip
tion drugs, medicines, and supplies would be 
provided to any non-service-connected vet
eran in order to avoid substantial hardship 
that would result from the extraodinary cost 
to a. veteran of obtaining such products com
mercially. Examples of such hardship sought 
to be avoided by the committee are the 
paraplegic veteran's continuing need cited 
above, a. veteran who has had colostomy sur
gery and requires colostomy bags and related 
supplies which could cost as much as $300 
a. month, and a. veteran with acute ulcer 
disease who would spend as much as $30 a 
month for antacid preparations. 

The Congressional Budget Office estimates 
that enactment of the provic;ions of section 
204 of the committee bill would result in a 
cost savings of $3.4 million in fiscal year 
1980. 
Tying of cost-savings to maintenance of 
adequate VA health-care personnel levels 

As pointed out above, under the VA's fiscal 
year 1980 budget documents, savings which 
would be effected by the proposals to Hmit 
benefi.cia.ry travel reimbursement, eliminate 
dental trea.ttne'Illt for Class II beneficlades 
and limit eligibility for nonprescriptio~ 
medicines and supplies would simply be 
subtracted from the overall fiscal year 1980 
VA budget. In Hght of the ;present, very 
strir:ent limltaltions that have been placed 
on DM&S personnel ce111ngs and resulting 
cutbacks in services that are being ex
perienced now and would worsen if the Ad
ministration's proposed budget for fiscal 
year 1980 is agreed to, it is the committee's 
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view .that the major portion of such savings 
shc:ruld be used to maintain the quality and 
quantity of health-care services provided to 
veterans eligible for such care. 

Thus, the committee blll would tie the 
effectllve date of •the mod•ified cost-savings 
proposals -to a requirement that the number 
of full-time equivalent employees authorized 
for DM&S by the administration be increased 
substantially over the number which is 
presently proposed for fiscal year 1980 and 
thereafter. This would achieve the admin
istration's avowed purpose of refocusing 
spending on veterans health care items of 
higher priority, while at the s"a.me time 
achieving some cost savings--the committee 
blll would provide ·that the entry into effect 
of the three cost-savings provisions is con
tingent upon the achievement of adequate 
VA health staffing. Thus, before the cost
sa'V!ings provisions could become effective 
(beginning October 1, 1979) and in order 
for them to remain in effect, the Director of 
the Office of Management and Budget would 
be required to certify prior to October 1 a.nd 
the day before the beginning of each suc
ceeding quarter that OMB has allocated to 
DM&S a. sufficielllt personnel ceiling (FTEE) 
(and funding) to operate at the level pro
posed by the President for fiscal year 1980 
(186,368 FTEE's) plus 1,600 FTEE's, the total 
number of employees being req'Uired to be 
diverted from existing fac111ties in fiscal year 
1980 to meet ·the manpower requirements of 
new activations scheduled for that year. 

Thus, the committee blll would require 
certification for fiscal year 1980 (beginning 
on October 1, 1979) tha.t sufficient celllngs 
had been alloc81ted from the medicaJ care, 
medical and prosthetic research, a.nd medi
cal administration and miscellaneous a.nd 
prosthetic resea.rch, and me<Mca.l administra
tion and miscells.neous op-erating expenses 
appropriation a.<:coulllts to DM&S for the a.n
nua.l equivalent of 187,968 FTEE's for the 
first quarter of flscal yea.r 1980 ot which not 
more than 820 could be allocated for DM&S 
central office personnel. Upon delivery of that 
certification on or before September 30, 
1979, the cost savings provisions would go in
to effect and would then remain in effect only 
as long as the Director of OMB continued to 
certify on a. quarterly basis that the requisite 
FTEE allocation had been made. 

In the event that certd.fica.tion were not 
made on the first day of any subsequent 
quarter of fiscal year 1980 or of a. 18/ter fiscal 
yea.r, the three provisions would lapse and 
the restrictions imposed by the legislation 
on beneficiary travel, nonprescription prod
ucts for non-service-connected care, and 
Class II dental beneficiaries, would perma
nently lose effect. Thus, on that same day the 
benefit eligiblities in those areas th.a.t were in 
effect on the day before the effective date of 
this legislation would be restored. 

The cost of the additional 1,600 FTEE's 
would be approximately $31.5 million in fis
cal year 1980. According to CBO, the total 
cost savings resulting from enactment of the 
three provisions for fiscal year 1980 would 
be $37.6 million, thus providing a. net cost 
savings of $6.1 million as an incentive for the 
Director of OMB to make the necessary cer
tifications. 

With respect to future years after fiscal 
year 1980, the committee notes that the CBO 
estimated cost-savings are larger than the 
projected costs of maintaining the speci
fied staffing level. Thus, the net cost-savings 
inducement for providing DM&S with the 
required personnel ce111ngs would continue 
to be available. 

In taking this approach of requiring cer
tification of a. mandatory minimum level of 
personnel support in DM&S, the Committee 
is fully aware that it is departing markedly 
from the ordinary process of making ade
quate appropriations in order to achieve 
needed staffing levels. However, as evidenced 

by the experience with respect to fiscal year 
h179 funciing and staffing in DM&S, these 
are extraordinary times. 

The fiscal year 1979 HUD-Independent 
Agencies Appropriations Act (Public Law 
95-392) included an appropriation of $54.675 
miliion more for the VA's medical care ac
count than the Administration had re
quested in its fiscal year 1979 budget. In
cluded within that increase was an amount, 
$32.3 million, which was intended to fore
stall the need to divert VA medical care 
staff from existing facilities to staff the ac
tivation of previously approved fac111ties 
which were to come on line in fiscal year 
1979. VA witnesses at the January 25, 1979, 
hearing on S. 7 testified that inst-ead of al
lowing those funds to be used for the pur
pose intended, the Administration has re
quired that the funds be used to defray the 
costs of the October 1978 pay raise for VA 
employees paid under the medical care ac
count. In fact, the VA was required to ab
sorb $98.329 million of the costs of the Octo
ber 1978 pay raise by means of reductions 
in the operations of VA health-care pro
grams, reductions which have exacerbated 
the difficulties that VA health-care pro
grams are experiencing in attempting to ac
commodate themselves to stringent person
nel resource limitations. 

In the Chairman's March 13, 1979, letter to 
the President, he stated, 

This proposed disposition of the $55 mil
lion congressional add-on • • • is a. matter 
of major controversy and is viewed by many 
as a "back door" rescission, inconsistent with 
the Impoundment Control Act of 1974 • • •. 

In the absence of a. new way of achieving 
congressional intent to increase staffing, it 
seems clear that there wm always be avail
able to the executive branch the device of 
requiring funds previously appropriated for 
a. specific personnel level to be applied to 
annual pay-raise costs for employees paid 
from that appropriation account in order to 
effect a. program reduction below the con
gressionally intended level. To forestall this 
possibility for fiscal year 1980 and subse
quent years, the committee b111 would estab
lish a specific floor below which DM&S per
sonnel allocations may not fall if the cost
savings measures are to remain in effect. 

Chiropractic services 
s. 196, as introduced by committee mem

ber Senator Strom Thurmond on January 23, 
1979, would have amended title 38 to au
thorize the provision of chiropractic treat
ment when requested for veterans eligible 
for outpatient medical care and provided 
that a. doctor of chiropractic determines that 
chiropractic care is needed. In his introduc
tory remarks, Senator Thurmond discussed 
the need for including chiropractic services 
as a title 38 health care benefit, in the fol
lowing terms: 

Chiropractic services have been recognized 
under a. variety of State and Federal health 
care programs. Jn addition to the medicare 
program, reimbursement for chiropractic 
services is also currently provided for under 
the Federal Employees Compensation Act. 
Additionally, a. number of States include 
chiropractic services under their medical as
sistance programs. 

The lack of readily available chiropractic 
care within the VA health care system stands 
in sharp contrast to that under the medicare 
program, which is administered by HEW. 
Under the medicare program, it is typical 
for eligible persons in need of chiropractic 
care to seek and obtain the services of a 
doctor of chiropractic. That person Is then 
reimbursed for the cost of such services. 

The VA, in its testimony before the com
mittee at the April 10 hearing stated that 

. the agency employs no chiropractors and, at 
this time, would have no intention of em
ploying chiropractors absent specific Con
gressional directive. Furthermore, no VA 
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witness was able to testify that, despite hav
ing the authority to do so, a VA physician 
had ever referred a veteran to a chiroprac
tor for retreatment at VA expense. 

In a letter to the chairman dated April 12, 
1979, setting forth the agency's view on s. 
19f! as introduced, the VA offered the follow
ing objections to the authority proposed to 
be provided under S. 196: 

The bill proposes, in effect, that the vet
eran patient would determine the type of 
treatment he needs since, if he requested 
chiropractic care, we apparently would have 
no choice but to refer the veteran to a doc
tor of chiropractic for a determination of 
the necessity for chiropractic care without 
regard to the condition requiring treatment 
or the type of care medically indicated. This, 
of course, would not serve the best interests 
of the veteran or be professionally accept
able because a fully licensed physician can
not delegate to a chiropractic practitioner 
a determination as to the appropriate type 
of medical treatment. 

We seek to make available to veterans 
medical care and treatment of the highest 
caliber whether the service is furnished 
within the agency or under contracts with 
private organizations and individuals. When 
sound medical findings and judgments deter
mine that active manipulation and adjust
ment or indicated, such treatment is most 
frequently administered by rehabilitation 
medicine specialists or psychiatrists. When 
such treatment is prescribed, it is considered 
essential to the total rehabilitation of the 
patient and is closely supervised by the pa
tient's direct care physician. 

• • 
In summary, we believe that increased 

availability of chiropractic services within 
the Veterans Administration is not justified, 
and that we can provide the veteran with all 
necessary quality care under current author
ity. We a.re, therefore, opposed to the enact
ment of S. 196. 

Although the committee agrees that S. 196 
as introduced would provide too broad an 
authority for the provision of chiropractic 
services by fee arrangement, the committee 
believes that, in some circumstances, the pro
vision of chiropractic services is both appro
priate and desirable. Thus, the committee 
bill includes. at section 202, a new authority 
under title 38 for the fee-basis provision of 
chiropractic services. The proposed new au
thority would more tightly define the term 
"chiropractic services"; describe those vet
erans who would be eligible to be furnished 
such services; minimize as much as possible, 
given the VA's very strong opposition to pro
viding any chiropractic services, VA discre
tion in its implementation; because of the 
committee's commitment to conserving re
sources, place a ceiling on expenditures made 
under the authority; and limit the program 
to 4 fiscal years. 

Section 202 of the committee bill would 
&dd a new section 629 to title 38, to authorize 
reimbursement (or payment) for the reason
able cha.rges, within certain prescribed limi
tations, for chiropractic services furnished 
certain eligible veterans. 

Under the committee bill, the term ''chiro
practic services" is defined, under a proposed 
clause (9) to be added to section 601, as "the 
manual manipulation of the spine performed 
by a chiropractor (who is licensed as such by 
the State in which he or she performs such 
services and who meets the unl!orm minimal 
standa.rds promulgated for chiropractors un
der section 1861(r) (5) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1395x(r) (5))) to correct a sub
luxation of the spine"; for the purposes of 
the new authority, such term does not in
clude physical examinations, laboratory tests, 
radiologic services, or other tests or services 
determined by the Administrator to be ex
cluded. Hence, the only service for which 
reimbursement or payment is authorized 

would be spinal manipulation as treatment 
for a neuromusculoskeletal condition. 

New section 629 would provide for the re
imbursement for the reasonable charge for 
chiropractic services for which a veteran 
has made payment or for the direct payment 
of a chiropractor for such services 1f (1) 
such services were for the treatment of a 
service-connected neuromusculoskeletal con
dition of the spine, or (2) the veteran is a 
veteran who has been furnished hospital 
care by the VA for a neuromusculoskeletal 
condition of the spine within a 12-month 
period prior to the provision of chiropractic 
services or (3) the veteran has a 50-percent 
or greater service-connected disability and 
has been furnished hospital care or medical 
services by the VA for a. neuromusculoskele
tal condition of the spine. Such reimburse
ment would be provided only to the extent 
that the veteran is not entitled to such chi
ropractic services or reimbursement or pay
ment for the expenses of such services under 
health insurance or other form of third
party health-care coverage. Thus under the 
Committee bill a veteran must have been 
determined by the VA to have a. neuromus
culoskeletal condition of the spine and in 
all likelihood been given an X-ray examina
tion by the VA a.t some time prior to such 
veteran's being eligible for reimbursement 
or payment for chiropractic services under 
proposed new section 629. 

In determining the reasonable charge for 
chiropractic services the Administrator 
would be required in consultation with ap
propriate public and nonprofit private or
ganization (such as the International Chi
ropractors Association) and other Federal de
partments and agencies that provide reim
bursement for chiropractic services (such as 
the Social Security Administration in the De
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
and the Office of Workers' Compensation 
Programs in the Department of Labor) toes
tablish a. schedule of allowances for such 
services consistent with the reasonable 
charges allowed under title XVIII of the So
cial Security Act (4.2 U.S.C. ch. 7). Annual 
reimbursements or payments on behalf of 
an individual veteran would be limited to 
$200. Total expenditures in any fiscal yea.r 
for chiropractic services could not exceed 
$4 million and no reimbursement would be 
authorized for any chiropractic services fur
nished after September 30, 1983. 

Finally to enable the committee to make 
an informed judgment as to the need to con
tinue or amend the authority for furnishing 
chiropractic services beyond the proposed 
statutory termination date of September 30, 
1983, the committee bill would require the 
Administrator to submit to the House and 
Senate Committees on Veterans' A1fairs, be
ginning on December 31, 1980, an annual 
report regarding the utilization of chiro
practic services under the new authority. 

Home health services home modifications 
Under the home health services program 

authorized by section 612(a) (as to service
connected disabilities) and section 612(f) 
(as to non-service-connected disabilities), 
the VA is authorized to make certain neces
sary improvements in homes of veterans in 
order to make it possible for a disabled vet
eran to live at home while receiving care 
and thus avoid the necessity for prolon~ed 
or permanent institutionalization in a hos
pital or nursing home. Examples of such 
home improvements include the widening 
of doorways and provision of ramus to per
mit access to the home by wheelchair. and 
electrical ad 1ustments to permit the opera
tion of dialysis eautpment. 

In the Veterans Omnibus Health Care Act 
or 1976 (Pnblic J.q.w 94-581). Congress so•tght 
to refocus existing VA resources toward 
veterans suffering from service-connected 
disabUlties. To accompllsh this, changes 

were made to assure that the highest prior
ity for care was applied to the treatment of 
service-connected disab111ties. Included 
among those changes were amendments to 
chapter 17 of title 38 to establish two sepa
rate authorities for home health services
one in section 612(a) with a maximum lim· 
itation of $2,500 for home health services in 
connection with the treatment of service
connected disab111ties, and the other in sec
tion 612(f) with a maximum Umitation of 
$600 for such services in conne~tion with 
the treatment of non-service-connected dis
abilities. 

Prior to this change, the home health serv
ices authority was contained in the defini
tion of "medical services" in section 601(6) 
of title 38. As a result of the deletion c.! the 
authority from section 601, the VA has ad
vised that its authority to provide home 
health services under section 612(g), which 
authorizes the provision of only "medical 
services" to veterans who are in need of reg
ular aid and attendance or are housebound 
as the result of non-service-connected c11s
a.bilities, has become clouded. 

Such a result was not intended by Con
gress in enacting the 1976 law. Rather, in the 
committee's view, the provision of home 
health services to those severely non-service
connected disabled veterans. ~ fully Justi
fied on the grounda of both cost etrective
ness and compassion; a-nd the authority to 
provide such services should be made free 
of all doubt. Therefore, section 205 o! the 
committee bill would amend section 612(g) 
to make express the authority to furnish 
home health services to veterans who, as ··• 
result of non-service-connected disabllity, 
are in need of regular aid and attendance or 
are housebound and to do so under the l.ame 
terms and conditions as are set forth in sflc
tlon 612(f), including the $600 limit. 

It is not anticipated that any addttional 
costs would be incurred as the result of the 
enactment of this section of the Committee 
bill. 

CHAMPVA amendments 
The Veterans Health care Expansion Act 

of 1973 (Publlc Law 93-82) added a new 
seotion 613 to title 38 to provide medical 
care for survivors and dependents of cer
tain veterans (the Civllian Health and Mec11-
C&il Program of the Veterans• .Admlntstra
tion (CHAMPVA)). Under the provtstons of 
section 613, the Administrator is authorized 
to provide medical c&re to the spouse and 
children of a veteran who has a total and 
permanent service-connected dlsabUlty and 
to the surviving spouse and chUdren of a 
veteran who died as a result of a service
connected disabillty or who at the time of 
death had a total and permanent service
connected disability. Section 613 expressly 
limits CHAMPVA benefits to persons who 
a.re not eligible for medical care under the 
Clvllian Health and Medical Program of 
the Uniformed Services (CHAMPUS) un
der ch&~pter 55 of title 10, United Statea 
Code. 

Surviving Spouaes 
Pursuant to section 103(d) of title 38, a 

deceased veteran's surviving spouse whore
marries and whose subsequent marriage is 
terminated (by deeth, divorce, or annul
ment) rega.tns his or her general eUgibUlty 
for benefits under title 38, including benefits 
under chapter 13 (dependency and indem
nity compensation (DIC) as well as 
CHAMPVA benefits under section 613. 

The surviving spouse of a person who dlea 
in the active military, naval, or air service 
in the line of duty and not due to mls
conduct is eligible to receive DIC beneftta 
under chapter 13 of title 38 and CHAMPUS 
medical care under chapter 56 of title 10. 
Upon subsequent remarriage, such a surviv
ing sTX>use is no longer eltgtble for either 
title 38 DIC benefi-ts or title 10 CHAMPUS 
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benefits. However, upon termination of the 
remarriage, DIC eligibility under chapter 13 
of title 38 is restored because a person who 
dies during active-duty service is considered 
a veteran for the purposes of the survivors' 
eligib111ty for such benefits; however, under 
title 10, CHAMPUS eligibility is not restored. 

Thus, following termination of a remar
riage, the surviving spouse of a veteran who 
died as a result of service-connected causes 
or had a total and permanent service-con
nected disabil1ty at the time of death regains 
both DIC and CHAMPVA eligibility, but the 
surviving spouse of a person who died as a 
result of service-connected causes dur!ng ac
tive-duty service regains only DIC eligibllity 
and no Federal health-care benefits under 
either CHAMPVA and CHAMPUS. 

In the Committee's view, there is no ra
tional basis for this anomaly whereby dis
parate treatment is afforded equally deserv
ing classes of surviving spouses. Thus, sec
tion 206 of the Committee bill would pro
vide CHAMPVA eligibllity to the remarried 
surviving spouse of a person who died dur
ing active service (in line of duty and not 
due to misconduct) when the surviving 
spouse's remarriage has terminated: 

Children Pursuing Full-Time Studies 
Under current law, a CHAMPVA-eligible 

child between the ages of 18 and 23 retains 
such eligibility only if he or she is pursuing 
full-time study at an approved educational 
institution. I! the child discontinues such 
pursuit for any reasons, including a physical 
or mental disability, he or she loses 
CHAMPVA eligib111ty. Under the CHAMP 
us program, however, when a CHAMPUS
eligible child pursuing higher education suf
fers a mental or physical disab111ty that pre
vents such child from continuing his or her 
education, such child continues to be eligi
ble for CHAMPUS benefits until 6 months 
after the disab111ty is removed or until the 
child's 23d birthday, whichever comes first. 

The Committee believes that the CHAMP 
US provisions continuing the child's health
care ellgibllty under those circumstances re
flect a sound, humane consideration and 
that, as proposed by the Administration in 
section 103 of S. 741, this disparity in health
care benefits should be eliminated. 

Thus, section 206 of the Committee bill 
would also amend section 613 of title 38 to 
provide that a CHAMPVA.:eUgible child be
tween the ages of 18 and 23 who is pursuing 
full-time study at an approved educational 
institution and who suffers a mental or 
physical disability that prevents the child 
from continuing his or her studies would 
remain eligible for benefits until 6 months 
after recovery from the disab111ty until 2 
years after the date of onset of the dis
ab111ty, or until the child's 23d birthday, 
whichever comes first. The 2-year continua
tion limit, also proposed by the Administra
tion. is in recognition of the fact that under 
the CHAMPVA program a child not pursuing 
full-time study loses eligib1lity for CHAMP 
VA benefits on his or her 18th birthday, but, 
under CHAMPUS, eligib1lity of such a child 
for CHAMPUS benefits continues until such 
child's 21st birthds.y; thus, the maximum 
disab111ty tolling period for both CHAMPVA 
and CHAMPUS would be the same-2 years. 
TITLE m: VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION MEDICAL 
PERSONNEL AND MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS 

Title III of the Committee bill would make 
certain changes in title 38, United States 
Code, with respect to health-care personnel 
matters and the Administrator's authority 
to enter into sharing agre~ments. 

Personnel qualifications for psychologists 
Currently, all 50 States and the District of 

Columbia require licensing or certification of 
ps~hologists providing direct professional 
services. In order to be eligible for licensure 
or certification, a psychologist must have 

obtained a doctoral degree 1n psychology in 
a specialty area from an approved educa
tional institution and must have completed 
a 1- to 2-year postdoctoral internship under 
the direct supervision of a licensed or certi
fied psychologist. In addition, most, 1! not all, 
such laws include a form of "grandfather" 
provision exempting certain psychologists
those who had been engaged in the provision 
of direct professional services before the 
effective date of the law-from meeting some 
or all of the new State licensure or certifica
tion requirements. 

As of December 31, 1978, the VA's Depart
ment of Medicine and Surgery (DM&S) em
ployed, under civil service appointments au
thorized by title 5 of the United States Code, 
1,323 full-time and 96 part-time doctoral
level psychologists. Existing DM&S qualifica
tion standards for psychologists require com
pletion of a doctoral degree from an accred
ited college or university with major empha
sis in the field of psychology appropriate to a 
particular specialty area and a period of in
ternship. For positions above the GS-11 entry 
level, additional years of postdoctoral pro
fessional experience in a program concerned 
with health, rehabllitation, or vocational 
restoration are required. Although licensure 
or certification by a State is not a require
ment for employment under existing DM&S 
standards, the VA has advised the Committee 
that 80 percent of the psychologists currently 
employed by DM&S are licensed or certified 
by a State. 

The VA proposed in S. 741 the establish
ment of qualification standards for psycholo
gists employed by DM&S, including a re
quirement for licensure or cert11lcation by a 
State. The Administration-requested legisla
tion, however, proposed to authorize the Ad
ministrator to waive the licensure or certifi
cation requirement under suoh conditions as 
the Administrator prescribes and to exempt 
from meeting the new qualification stand
ards all psychologists employed by the VA 
before the effective date of the proposed 
standards. 

According to the VA's letter of transmittal 
accompanying the draft bUl introduced as 
S. 741, the need to adopt qualification stand
ards for VA psychologists at least as strin
gent as those which prevail in the States is 
predicated on three considerations: First, it 
is important to the quality of care provided 
by the VA health-care system that psycholo
gists employed to care for veterans meet ethi
cal and qualification standards at least as 
high as those for psychologists treating the 
general population. Second, because many 
State laws require that psychologists seeking 
licensure or certification be trained under 
licensed or certified psychologists and be
cause recognition of training programs by the 
American Psychological Association requires 
that training be conducted by licensed or 
certified psychologists, if the VA did not 
clearly maintain high standards for its psy
chologists the VA could face an erosion of 
training relationships with major universi
ties and resultant lack of acceptance by the 
States of VA internship training programs. 
Third, the VA's abillty to recruit and retain 
well-qualified psychologists could be ad
versely a1fected by failure to conform to 
general profession-wide standazds in the 
employment of VA psychologists. 

The Committee concurs in the V A's view 
that psychologists employed by the VA 
should meet the same standards as those 
imposed on psychologists engaged in private 
practice. Thus, section 301 of the Committee 
bill would prescribe qualification standards 
for VA psychologists along the lines proposed 
in S. 741. However, the Committee does not 
believe that it is in the best interests of 
veterans to provide the Administrator with 
totally discretionary waiver authority. Thus, 
the committee bill would instead au
thorize the Administrator to waive the ap-

plicabillty of the Ucenaure or certification 
requirement to an individual psychologl.lt 
for a period not to exceed 2 years on the 
condition that such psychologist provide 
patient care only under the direct supervi
sion of a licensed or certified psychologist. 
This authority is intended by the committee 
to be used for recently-graduated psycholo
gists who, in order to be eligible to be li
censed or certified, must undergo a period 
of postdoctoral training. 

Finally, the committee b111 would exempt 
psychologists employed by the VA on May 
1, 1979, from the application of the licensure 
or certification requirement of the new 
qualification standards. In light of informa
tion from the VA that all presently em
ployed psychologists meet the qualification 
standards proposed in the committee blll ex
cept for the approximately 250 who meet 
all the new statutory requirements other 
than the licensure or certification require
ment, and the fact that virtually all State 
laws included a "grandfather" provision 
(which generally was avaUable only for 
several years and which VA psychologists 
might well not have applied for), the Com
mittee believes that this limited exemption 
represents an appropriate response to the 
situation of currently-employed VA psy
chologists. The Committee would note, how
ever, that the exemption would apply only to 
psychologists employed by the VA on May 1, 
1979; the VA should assure that psycholo
gists employed after that date either meet the 
proposed new qualifications or be advised 
that, under the proposed waiver authority, 
they would be required to be licensed or cer
t11led within a 2-year period. 
Citizenship requirement3 for pod.fatri3t3 and 

optometri3t3 
The Veterans Omnibus Health Caze Act 

of 1976 (Public Law 94-581), in recognition 
of the demand for optometric and podiatric 
services in the VA health care system and 
the need to enhance the recruitment and 
retention of optometrists and podiatr1ats in 
the DM&S, removed VA optometrists and po
diatrists from the Federal civil service system 
under title 5, United State$ COde, and placed 
such professionals in the title 38 pay and per
sonnel system where their salaries would be 
more in line with compar~~oble private sector 
incomes of such health prof.,ssionals. Thus, 
podiatrists and optometrists joined physi
cians, dentists, nurses, physician assistants, 
and expanded function dental auxUlaries 1n 
the title 38 pay and personnel system. 
Through an oversight in 1976, podiatrists 
and optometrists were not then made sub
ject to the appointment requirement that 
they be citizens of the United States, a re
quirement that applies to all other health
care professionals eligible for appointment 
in the DM&S title 38 pay and personnel sys. 
tern. The committee blll would correct this 
omission by amending section 410~(b) of 
title 38 to include podiatrists and optome
trists among the DM&S title 38 health-care 
personnel who must be citizens of the United 
States before being eUgible for appointment 
in the DM&S. 

ProbationarJI employeu 
There is almost universal agreement that 

some period of probationary service is nec
essary in order to allow employer and em
ployee to evaluate the suitab111ty of the em
ployment relationship. Civil service regula
tions (5 CFR. §§ 315.801, 351.802(a)) pre
scribe a probationary period of 1 year for 
career or career-conditional appointments to 
the competitive service, and the Federal Per
sonnel Manual justifies the necessity for a 
period of probationary service in these 
terxns: 

[The probationary period is) a final and 
highly significant step ln the examinlng 
process. It provides the final lndispe~ble 
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test, that of actual performance on the job, 
which no prellminary testing methods can 
approach in valldity. During the probation
ary period, the employee's conduct and per
formance in the actual duties of his position 
may be observed, and he may be separated 
from the service without undue formallty if 
circumstances warrant • • •. . 

Properly used, the probationary period af
fords an opportunity for fostering the inter
est of the probationer as well as of the serv
ice. The probationary period is for most ap
pointees the first contact with the Federal 
service. IntelUgent and considerate treat
ment during the probationary period wlll 
often have a lasting effect on the career of 
the employee and wlll often save for useful 
and efficient Federal service employees who 
would otherwise be separated, or retained in 
positions in which they had llttle prospect 
of success. (F.P.M., chapter 315, subchapter 
8, § 8-1.) 

In contrast to the 1-year probationary pe
riod served by civil service employees, title 38 
employees are required by law to serve in 
probationary status for three years (section 
4106(b)). This longer period of probationary 
service has usually been justified by refer
ence to the unique nature of the health-care 
setting. Professional performance by a physi
cian, dentist, or nurse requires the ab111ty to 
work closely with other members of the 
health-care team and to make correct and 
rapid decisions under extraordinary pressure 
in situations where a patient's Ufe hangs in 
the balance; these are personal and profes
sional attributes which, it is argued, cannot 
adequately be evaluated in a single year's 
time. A recent analysis (in a related context) 
of the distinction between hospital service 
and other forms of employment is found in 
an opinion by the United States Court of 
Appeals for the Ninth Circuit: 

... A hospital staff is highly interdepend
ent, both in the sense tha..t one doctor de
pends upon the professional sk111 of the other 
doctors and in the sense that the collegial 
nature of the body makes tolerable working 
relationships an absolute prerequisite to ef
fective staff performance. The necessity for a 
healthy working relationship is a function of 
the nature of the work to be done. Incom
patible workers on farms, ranches, or in cer
tain types of factories can function reason
ably well. 

... Effective performance by physicians on 
the staff of a hospital, whose tasks require 
a high degree of cooperation, concentration, 
creativity, and the constant exercise of pro
fessional judgment, requires a greater degree 
of compatiblUty. The hospital must recog
nize this necessity. (Stretten v. Wadsworth 
Veterans Hospital, 537 F. 2d 361 (9th Cir. 
1976); footnotes deleted.) 

The committee agrees that, given the dis
tinctive personal and professional qualifica
tions that a title 38 employee must possess, 
a period of initial evaluation longer than 1 
year continues to be reasonable at this time. 
The committee believes, however, that the 
3-year probationary period provided under 
current law is longer than necessary andre
sults in needless apprehension and un
certainty 

The committee blll, therefore, would 
shorten the period of probationary service 
for title 38 employees to 2 years. This· is long 
enough to permit careful and effective evalu
ation of title 38 employees, yet short encugh 
to reduce substantially the sense of appre
hension and uncertainty that frequently ac
companies an extended period of conditional 
employment. 

Sharing agreements 
The authority for the VA to enter into 

agreements for the sharing ~ speclalized 

medical resources with community hospitals 
and clinics was enacted by the Congress in 
1966 (Public Law 89-785). Under this author
ity, VA medical centers are permited to share 
specialized medical resources which, because 
of cost, limited availab111ty, or unusual na
ture are either unique in the medical com
munity or are subject to maximum utiliza
tion only through mutual use. During fiscal 
year 1978, 93 VA health-care faclUties en
tered into 224 sharing agreements With com
munity health-care centers for the exchange 
of such medical services as cardiac surgery, 
renal transplantation, nuclear medicine, pul
monary function te-:ting, and angiography, at 
at total value of more than $19 mlllion. 

Although some progress has been made 
by the VA in implementing effective shar
ing agreements between VA fa.c111ties and 
private sector facillties, the committee be
lieves that much more can and should be 
done as has been suggested in numerous 
General Accounting Office reports. Such 
agreements repre.-ent a cost-effective mech
anism for providing veterans with needed 
medical services and, as a corollary benefit, 
for assisting in the national effort to control 
health care cost. Thus, the committee would 
encourage the VA to expand its efforts in 
this area, particularly in light of the grow
ing costliness of advances in medical tech
nology and the need to develop maximum 
utlllzation through mutual use in order to 
make these advances cost-effective and to 
help contain the rapidly escalating cost of 
health care in the country as a whole. Thus, 
section 303 of the committee blll would ex
pand the authority of the VA to enter into 
sharing agreements, beyond such agreements 
with hospitals, medical schools and clinics, 
to include blood banks, organ banks, and 
similar institutions. 

The committee, however, is concerned 
about the lack of progress in promoting and 
achieving sharing activities among Federal 
agencies. The major obstacles in the way of 
expanding such sharing activities appear to 
be a lack of formal enforcement authority 
and, more importantly, an apparent lack 
of standardized reimbursement mechanisms 
to assure actual cost compensation to the 
providing medical center. These obstacles 
were clearly described by the General Ac
counting Office in its June 14, 1978, report 
entitled "LegLslation Needed To Encourage 
Better Use of Federal Medical Resources and 
Remove Obstacles to Interagency Sharing." 

The committee intends to continue to 
monitor the activities of the Federal Health 
Resources Sharing Committee, which is 
charged with the task of enhancing sharing 
opportunities among Federal agencies, to 
determine whether or not significant progress 
is being made in addressing existing prob
lems and to determine the necessity for and 
appropriate form of any remedial legislation. 

COST ESTIMATE 

In accordance with section 252 (a) of the 
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1970 (Pub
lic Law 91-150, 91st Congress), the Commit
tee, based on information supplied by the 
Congressional Budget Office, estimates that 
the 5-year cost resulting from the enact
ment of the Committee b111 would be $24.8 
million in fiscal year 1980; $24.8 million in 
.fiscal year 1981; $24.8 million in fiscal year 
1982; $6.3 million in fiscal year 1983; and 
$2.1 million in fiscal year 1984. A detailed 
breakdown of the costs, as estimated by 
CBO, over the 5-year period follows: 

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE--cOST 

ESTIMATE-MAY 15, 1979 

1. Blll number: S. 1039. 
2. Bill title: Veterans' Administration 

Health Resources and Program Extension 
Act of 1979. 

To amend title 38, U.S.C., to extend and 
revise a program of grants to State homes for 
veterans and to expand a program of ex
change of medical information, and for other 
purposes. 

3. Bill status: As ordered reported by the 
Senate Committee on Veterans' Affairs May 3, 
1979. 

4. Bill purpose: 
Title I 

Section 101: Would extend the authoriza
tion of the program of matching grants to 
State homes through fiscal year 1982. The 
existing level of $15 million per year is au
thorized to be appropriated for each fiscal 
year 1980 through 1982 to carry out the 
program. 

Section 102: Would extend the authoriza
tion of appropriations for the exchange of 
medical information program at the existing 
level of $4 million for each fiscal years 1980, 
1981, and 1982. 

Section 103: Would increase the per diem 
rates for State Veterans' homes by an aver
age of 15 percent. 

Title II 
Section 201: Would place limits on pay

ments for travel expenses incurred going to 
and from a VA facility to certain veterans 
with non-service-connected disabilities. 

Section 202: Would allow the VA to reim
burse an approved chiropractor for chiro
practic services provided to veterans with 
certain disab111ties or conditions of the spine. 
The bill limits the total amount the VA 
could expend for such services to $4 million 
!or each fiscal year 1980 through 1983. 

Section 203: Would limit outpatient den
tal services for service-connected, noncom
pensable dental (Clause II) conditions to vet
erans who have served at least 180 days on 
active duty. 

Section 204: Would place limits on the 
provision of nonprescription drugs, medi
cines, and supplies to certain non-service
connected veterans. 

Section 205: Would clarify the eligibillty 
of veterans who are in need of regular aid 
and attendance or are housebound for hos
pital-based home health services. 

Section 206: would provide that the sur
viving spouse or child of a person who dies 
on active duty is eligible for CHAMPVA ben
efits if such a person is not otherwise eligible 
for CHAMPUS. The effect would be to ex
tend CHAMPVA eligibility to a remarried 
surviving spouse and child when the dis
qualifying remarriage is ended. 

Would also provide that CHAMPVA-eligi
ble children who are full-time students be
tween the ages of 18 and 23 wlll remain eligi
ble for benefits for a certain period of time if 
a disab111ty prevents them from continuing 
their studies. 

Section 207: Would provide that the effec
tive date of the cost savings amendments 
made by sections 201 (a), 203 and 204 would 
be October 1, 1979, only if on such date, and 
quarterly thereafter, the Director of the Of
fice of Management and Budget had certi
fied that the VA had been allocated a speci
fied personnel ceiling for certain VA health 
appropriation accounts. The specified ceillng 
would be 187,968 full-tim3 equivalent em
ployees (FTEE's), or 1,600 FTEE's above the 
President's fiscal year 1980 budget request. 

Title III: Would specify certain qualifica
tions and requirements for Veterans' Admin
istration (VA) medical staff, and authorize 
the VA to enter into sharing agreements with 
blood banks, organ banks, and similar in· 
stitutions. 

5. Cost estimate: 
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[By fiscal years, in millions of dollars) 

1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 

Sec 101: 
Authorization leveL________________________ 15.0 15.0 15.0 ----------------Estimated outlays_________________ _____ ____ . 9 

Sec 102: 
8. 3 14. 0 14. 1 6. 7 

Authorization leveL________________________ 4.0 4.0 4.0 ----------------Estimated outlays__________________________ 3.1 
Sec 103: Estimated autho·ization/Estimated outlays_ 5. 7 

4.0 4. 0 . 9 --------
5. 7 5. 7 5. 7 5. 7 

Sec 203: Estimated authorization/Estimated outlays_ 
Sec 204: Estimated authorization/Estimated outlays_ 
Sec 206: Estimated authorizaticn/Estimated outlays_ 
Sec 207: Estimated authorization/Estimated outlays_ 

Total: 
Estimated authorization ______________ _ 

-3.4 
-3.4 

2. 2 
31.5 

24.8 

-3.5 -3.7 -3.9 -4.1 
-3.7 -4.1 -4.4 -4.8 

2. 4 2. 5 2.6 2. 7 
34.0 36.8 40.0 42.5 

24.8 24.8 6. 3 2.1 
Sec 201: Estimated authorization/Estimated outlays_ -30.8 
Sec 202: Estimated authorization/Estimated outlays_ 4. 0 

-33. 1 -35. 4 -37. 7 -40. 0 Estimated outlays ____ _____________ __ _ 9.8 18.1 23.8 21.3 8. 8 

The costs of this bill fall within budget 
function 700. 

6. Basis of estimate: 
sections 101, 102: CBO assumes full ap

propriation of the authorization levels stat
ed in the bill. The estimated outlays reflect 
the spend-out pattern that has been shown 
by the existing program. 

Section 103: The increase in costs was 
estimated by applying the new per diem 
rates to the expected caseloa.d in State vet
erans' homes in fiscal year 1980, as reported 
in the fiscal year 1980 budget justification 
document. 

Section 201: section 201 would limit travel 
reimbursement for non-service-connected 
beneficiaries to only those cases in which 
the veteran requires emergency transporta
tion for medical reasons or meets the income 
standard for receipt of pension. In the lat
ter cases, the VA wlll pay half of the in
curred expenses in a year up to $175 after 
a $25 deductible is met, and all expenses 
over $175. 

According to the VA, about $65 million 
will be spent in fiscal year 1979 for travel 
expenses for veterans visiting VA medical 
fac111ties. A 1976 VA study indicates that 
about 60 percent of these funds represent 
expenditures for nonemergency transporta
tion of non-service-connected veterans. 
Based on a 1977 study conducted by the Na
tional Research council and VA data on the 
compensation and pension status of veter
ans using VA fac111ties, CBO assumes that 
28 percent of the non-service-connected 
veterans currently receiving travel reim
bursement would be ineligible for reimburse
ment under the bill because of incomes ex
ceeding the pension income standard. 

Of the remaining 72 percent non-service
connected veterans, CBO calculates that the 
deductible and coinsura.nce plan would de
crease the VA travel payment for this group 
by an average of 68 percent. 

CBO further estimates tha.t elimination 
or reduction of travel reimbursement for 
certain veterans would reduce outpatient 
ut111zation by an avera.ge of 12 percent for 
this group. Sa.vings resulting from this de
creased utlllza.tion is estimated to be about 
$2 milllon per year. 

Out-year savings estimates reflect CEO's 
assumptions of infia.tion in the general econ
omy. 

Section 202: Based on VA data. concerning 
the number of veterans treated in 1977 for 
musculoskeletal disorders and a.vera.ge treat
ment cost informa.tion from the American 
Chiropractic Associa.tion, CBO assumes that 
the $4 mlllion limit for chiropractic services 
allowed under the bill will be met. 

Section 203: According to the VA, about 
12 percent of current gross separations from 
active duty are veterans with less than 6 
months of service. Assuming that these vet
erans apply for Cla.ss II denta.l care at ap
proximately the sa.me rate a.s all discharging 
veterans, CBO estimates sa.vings of $3.4 mil
lion in fee visits in flsca.l yea.r 1980, and 5 
year savings of about $19 million. Sa.vings 
from decreased staft' visits is estimated to be 
inslgnifican t. 

CBO does not estimate savings to result 
from the other provisions included in the 

4.0 4.0 4.0 --------

bill to llmit eliglb111ty and control costs. Be
cause this bill does not provide any explicit 
incentives to change current practice, CBO 
assumes that the DOD certification clause 
would not result in significant savings. The 
provision to require VA staff review of fee 
cases estimated to exceed $500 is also unlikely 
to result in savings. Because there is no evi
dence of widespread provision of needless 
care in the VA fee program, presumably in 
most cases the VA staff would agree to the 
proposed care after examination. CBO esti
mates the average Class II case to cost about 
$425, which Implies that a large number of 
cases are likely to exceed $500. CBO assumes 
that the extra cost of VA staff time to review 
fee cases and beneficiary travel costs would 
offset any savings resulting from such review. 

Finally, CBO assumes that reducing the 
period after discharge during which a vet
eran may apply for benefits to 6 months will 
not result in savings. Based on information 
from the VA which indicates that almost all 
Class II dental problems developed before 
discharge from the mllitary and not during 
the following year, CBO assumes that vet
erans desiring care from the VA will apply 
within 6 months. 

Section 204: Section 204 would allow the 
VA to supply nonprescription drugs and sup
plies to veterans with non-service-connected 
conditions only if the veteran's Income was 
less than the income standard for pension or 
If the veteran would experience substantial 
economic hardship in the event the drugs 
and supplles were not provided by the VA. 

According to the VA, a total of $158 m1111on 
was spent for drugs and patient supplies in 
1977, of which 9.6 percent, or about $15 
milllon, represented expenditures for non
prescription drugs and supplies. Based on in
formaticn in the 1977 VA annual report, 
CBO estimates that about 45 percent of vet
erans receiving VA care have non-service
connected disab111ties and are not in receipt 
of pension. Furthermore, based on a 1977 
study conducted by the National Research 
Council, CBO estimates that about 50 percent 
of this latter group of veterans have incomes 
less than the pension standard. Taken to
gether, the b111 reduces the expenditures for 
nonprescription drugs by about 20 percent. 

The outyear savings estimates reflect CEO's 
assumptions about inflation in the general 
economy. 

Section 205: The VA indicates that this 
provision would not change current practices 
for providing home health services to veter
ans, but would only clarify the VA's author
ity to provide such care to certain veterans. 
CBO therefore estimates no additional costs 
or savings to be associated with enactment. 

Section 206: According to the VA, 588,000 
persons have been k1lled or died In service 
since World War II. CBO assumes an average 
of 0.5 dependents per service death, and based 
on Census data for females aged 14 to 44, 
estimates that 40 percent of the widowed 
spouses have lost CHAMPUS ellglb111ty 
through remarriage. Information published 
in tr.e 1977 VA annual report suggests that 
another 8 percent are no longer eligible for 
CHAMPVA because of Medicare el1gib111ty. 

CBO assumes that 20 percent of these 
remarriages have ended due to death of the 

second spouse, divorce, or annulment. CBO 
further assumes that 50 percent of those 
eligible will ·apply for CHAMPV A benefits, 
based on participation rates in the current 
program. According to information con
tained in the VA budget justification docu
ment, the average cost per beneficiary is 
expected to be about $200 in fiscal year 1980. 

The outyear estimates reflect CEO's as
sumptions about inflation in the general 
economy, and a 4 percent decline in the 
eligible population due to aging. 

The costs of extending CHAMPVA benefits 
to disabled students are estimated to be 
insignificant. 

Section 207: In fiscal year 1980, the speci
fied personnel ce111ng would be 187,968 full
time equivalent employees (FTEE's), or 1,600 . 
FTEE's above the President's fiscal year 1980 
budget request. The avera.ge cost per FTE 
is estimated by the VA to be $19,708 and is 
assumed to increase at CEO's projected rate 
of increase for Federal pay raises. 

Title III: (Section 301-303) CBO estimates 
that passa.ge of these provisions would not 
involve significant costs or savings. 

7. Estimate comparison: None. 
8. Previous CBO estimate: None. 
9. ~timate prepared by: Steven Crane 

(225-7766). 
10. ~tlmate approved by: 

JAMES L. BLUM, 
Assistant Director for Budget Analysis. 

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF 
S. 1039 AS REPORTED 

Section 1 
Subsection (a) of section 1 provides that 

this Act may be cited as the "Veterans' Ad
ministration Health Resources and Programs 
Extension Act of 1979". 

Subsection (b) of section 1 provides that, 
except when otherwise expressly provided, 
reference to a section or other provision 
shall be considered to be made to a section 
or other provision of title 38, United States 
Code, relating to veterans' benefits. 
TITLE I-EXTENSION AND IMPROVEMENT OF CER

TAIN VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION HEALTH 
PROGRAMS 

Section 101 
Subsection (a) of section 101 would amend 

present section 5033(a) of title 38, rehting 
to the authorization of appropriations for 
the program of matching grants to States of 
up to 65 percent of the costs of the construc
tion, remodeling, or renovation of State 
veterans' home hospital, nursing home, and 
domic111ary fac111tles, to authorize ~mnual 
appropriations of $15 m1llion in fiscal years 
1980, 1981, and 1982 for this program. 

Subsection (b) of section 101 would amend 
present section 5035(d) (2) of title 38, relat
ing to the aggregate amount of State home 
assistance grants th":~.t any one State may 
receive in any fiscal year, to provide that, ot 
the amount appropriated for any fiscal year 
for grants for the construction of State vet
erans' home fac111ties, no State may receive 
in that fiscal year more than one-third ot 
such amount of $3 m1111on, whichever 1s the 
greater. 

Section 101-Cost: Enactment of the pro
visions of section 101 of the committee blllis 
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estimated to cost $15 milllon 1n fiscal year 
1980. 

Section 102 
Subsection (a.) of section 102 would amend 

present section 5054 of title 38, relating to 
the Exchange of Medical Information pro
gram, by adding a. new subsection (c) to au
thorize the Administrator of Veterans' Af
fairs to enter into agreements with public or 
nonprofit private institutions, organizations, 
corporations, or entities in order to partici
pate in cooperative health-care personnel ed
ucation programs within the geographical 
areas of VA health-care fa.c1lities located in 
areas remote from major academic health 
centers. 

Subsection (b) of section 102 would amend 
present section 5055(c) (1), relating to the 
authorization of appropriations for the Ex
change of Medical Information program, to 
authorize annual appropriations of $4 mil
lion for fiscal years 1980, 1981, and 1982. 

Section 102-Cost: Enactment of the pro
visions of section 102 of the Committee bill 
is estimated to cost $4 million in fiscal year 
1980. 

Section 103 
Would amend present section 641(a) of 

title 38, relating to per diem payments to the 
States for providing care in State home facil
ities to veterans who are eligible !or care in 
VA facilities, to increase, effective October 1, 
1979, the rates of per diem payments-for 
domiciliary care from $5.50 to $6.35, for nurs
ing home care from $10.50 to $12.10, and for 
hospital care !rom $11.50 to $13.25. 

Section 103-Cost: Enactment of the pro
visions of section 103 is estimated to cost 
$5.7 million in fiscal year 1980. 
TITLE n-REALIGNMENT OF VETERANS HEALTH 

CARE AND RELATED BENEFITS 

Section 201 
Subsection (a) of section 201 would amend 

present section 1ll(e) (2) of title 38, relat
ing to limitations on the payment and reim
bursement for the travel expenses of VA 
beneficiaries, to provide that no payment for 
travel expenses incurred going to and from 
a. VA fa.cmty (except with respect to a per
son receiving benefits for or in connection 
with a. service-connected disa.bllity) may be 
made except (1) for travel by special vehicu
lar mode of transporta-tion that is required 
for medical reasons and either has been au
thorized by the Administrator prior to such 
travel or, to the extent that the Adminis
trator provides under regulations which the 
Administrator shall prescribe, was accom
plished in a medical emergency of such a. 
nature that the delay incident to obtaining 
prior authorization would have been haz
ardous to life or health; or (2) when the 
person claiming reimbursement is receiving 
or eligible to receive pension under section 
521 or title 38 (or meets the applicable in
come standard for receipt of such pension 
but not necessarily the eligibllity require
ments respecting disabllity, age, or period 
of service). In the latter case, payment to 
a beneficiary in any fiscal year is limited so 
thalt no payment would be made for the first 
$25 in expenses, and payment of any part 
or all of the next $150 in expenses would be 
limited to one-half thereof; in the former 
case, the allowable cost of travel would be 
fully reimbursed or paid for by the VA. 
These new limitations on travel expense re
imbursement (for travel other than travel 
with respect to a person receiving benefits 
in connection with a. service-connected dis
a.b111ty) would replace the cuiTent-law pro
vision llmiting the m.a.king of payments to 
persons who have been determined, on the 
basis of an annual declaration and certifi
cation, to be unable to defray the expenses 
of travel. Thus, this subsection would pro
vide more objective standards of need for 
reimbursement and would exclude travel by 
special mode from the need-based criteria. 

Subsection (b) of section 201 would amend 
present section 601, relating to definitions, 
to make technical amendments substituting 
a standard phrase, "travel and incidental 
expense", for various forms of references in 
paragraphs (5) (A) (11), (5) (C) (11), and (6) 
(B) of present section 601 to beneficiary 
travel benefits. 

Subsection (c) of section 201 would amend 
present section 614, relating to fitting and 
training in the use of prosthetic devices and 
the provision of seeing-eye dogs, to make 
technical amendments substituting a stand
ard phrase, "travel and incidental expenses", 
!or the varying forms of the references to 
beneficiary travel benefits, and making ex
pressly applicable the provisions of present 
section 111 of title 38, relating to the terms 
and conditions for receipt of travel-expense 
reimbursement. 

Section 201-cost: According to the Con
gressional Budget Office (CBO) , enactment of 
this provision would result in cost-savings 
of $30.8 million in fiscal year 1980. 

The effectiveness of section 201 is tied to 
the achievement of certain personnel levels 
in the Department of Medicine and Surgery 
as provided for in section 207. 

Section 202 
Would amend chapter 17 of title 38 to au

thorize reimbursement or direct payment for 
chiropractic services to certain eligible vet
erans, as follows: 

Subsection (a) of section 202 would amend 
section 601 of title 38, relating to definitions, 
to add a new paragraph (9), as follows: 

New paragraph (9): Would define the term 
"chiropractic services" to mean the manual 
manipulation of the spine to correct a sub
luxation of the spine, as performed by a 
licensed chiropractor who meets the mini
mum na. tiona! standards for chiropractors 
promulgated under section 1861(r) (5) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395x(r) (5)), 
and not to include physical examinations, 
laboratory tests, radiologic services, or other 
tests or services determined by the Admin
istrator to be excluded. 

Subsection (b) ( 1) of section 202 would 
add a new section 629 to subchapter nr of 
chapter 17, as follows: 

New section 629.-chiropractic services: 
Subsection (a) would provide for the reim
bursement of reasonable charges for chiro
practic services not otherwise covered by 
health insurance or other reimbursement or 
payment available to a veteran if (1) such 
services were for the treatment of a service
connected neuromusculoskeletal condition 
of the spine, or ( 2) the veteran had been 
furnished hospital care by the VA for a 
neuromusculoskeletal condition of the spine 
within a 12-month period prior to the provi
sion of chiropractic services, or (3) the vet
eran is a veteran who has a 50-percent or 
greater service-connected disabi11ty and has 
been furnished hospital care or medical serv
ices by the VA for a neuromusculoskeletal 
condition of the spine. 

Subsection (b) would authorize, in lieu 
of reimbursement to a veteran, direct pay
ment to the chiropractor of reasonable 
charges for chiropractic services provided the 
veteran. 

Paragraph (1) of subsection (c) would 
require the Administrator, in determining the 
reasonable charge for chiropractic services 
and in consultation with appropriate public 
and non-profit private organizations and 
other Federal departments and ag-encies that 
provide reimbursement for chiropractic serv
ices, to establish a schedule of allowances for 
such services consistent with the reasonable 
charges allowed under title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act (42 u .s.c. ch. 7). 

Paragraph (2) of subsection (c) would 
limit the amount payable by the VA for 
chiropractic services provided any veteran 
to not more than $200 in any 12-month 
period. 

Subsection (d) would provide that not
wilthstanding any other provision of title 
38, total expenditures for chiropractic serv
ices reimbursed under this new section may 
not exceed $4 mUllen in any fiscal year and 
no reimbursement or payment may be made 
for chiropractic services furnished after 
September 30, 1978. 

Subsection (b) (2) of section 202 would 
amend the table of sections at the beginning 
of chapter 17 to reflect the addition of the 
new section 629 proposed to be added by the 
amendment made by subsection (b) (1) of 
this section of the Committee bill. 

Subsection (c) of section 202 would re
quire the Administrator, not later than De
cember 31, 1980, and not later than Decem
ber 31 of each of the next 3 years, to submit 
reports to the Committee on Veterans' Af
fairs of the House of Representatives and 
the Senate on the use made of the authorities 
provided for in the amendments made by 
subsection (b) (1) of this Eection of the com
mittee bill. Each such report shall include--

( 1) the number of requests by eligible vet
erans for reimbursement or payment for 
chiropractic services in the most recent fis
cal year under new section 629 (as proposed 
to be added by sub ... ection (b) (2) of this rec
tion) and the number of such veterans who 
made such requests. 

(2) the number of reimbursements or pay
ments made by the Administrator under such 
new section in such fiscal year and the num
ber of veterans for whom such reimburse
ments or payments were made, and 

(3) ,the total amount of expenditures by 
the Administrator for such reimbursements 
and payments under such new section in 
such fiscal year. 

Section 202-Cost: Enactment of the pro
visions of section 202 is estimated to cost $4 
million fiscal year 1980. 

Section 203 
Would amend sub_ection (b) of present 

section 612 of title 38, which limits the pro
vision of outpatient dental services, treat
ment, and related appliances otherwise au
thorized for veterans eligible for outpatient 
"medical services" (a term defined 1n present 
section 601 (b) to include den tal services 
and appliances) to only those circumstances 
described in such subsection (b) . 

Subclauses (A) and (B) of clause (1) of 
section 203 would amend present section 
612(b)(2} of title 38, relating to eligibility 
for outpatient dental care for veterans with 
service-connected, ncncompensable dental 
conditions cr disabilities, to provide that a 
veteran with a service-connected, noncom
pensable dental condition, in order to be 
eligible for such outpatient dental benefits, 
must have served on active duty for at least 
180 days and must make applic81tion for 
dental treatment within 6 months after dis
charge or release from active duty. Under 
current law, there is no minimum period 
of service required and eligible veterans may 
apply at any time within 1 year after dis
charge or release. (Under section 207(c) of 
the Committee bill, the reduced period for 
application would apply only to persons dis
charged cr released on or after the date of 
enactment of the bill.) 

Subclause (C) of clause (1) of section 203 
would further amend present section 612 
(b) (2) of title 38 by adding a. new sub
clause (C) to provide that a veteran with a. 
service-connected noncompensable dental 
condition would be eligible for outpatient 
dental treatment onJv if tl'>e De""""'t-l'Yie-t- o! 
Defense has not certified, in writing, that 
the veteran was provided, during the 90 days 
immediately prior to such veteran's dis
charge, a complete dental examination (in
cluding X-rays) and a.ll appropriate dental 
services and treatment indicated by that 
examination. There is no comparable pro
vision in current law. 

Clause ( 2) of section 203 would further 
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amend subsection (b) of present section 612 
of title 38 by adding a new sentence at the 
end thereof to require that, before outpa
tient dental care may be furnished to a vet
eran through a contract with a private fa
c111ty at a cost exceeding $500 in any 12-
month period, the Administrator must deter
mine, based on the results of an examina
tion by a VA dentist, that the furnishing of 
the care at such cost is reasonably necessary. 

Section 203--cost: The Congressional 
Budget Office (CBO) estimates that enact
ment of this provision would result in cost
savings of $3.4 mlllion in fiscal year 1980. 
The effectiveness of section 203 is contin
gent on the achievement of certain personnel 
levels in DM&S as provided for in section 207 
of the committee bill. 

Section 204 
Would amend clause (1) of subsection (f) 

of present section 612 of title 38, relating to 
the authority to furnish outpatient medical 
services, to provide that nonprescription 
drugs, medicines, or medical supplies may 
not be provided to veterans receiving out
patient treatment under such clause (1)
which authorizes such treatment for non
service-connected disab111ties in limited cir
cumstances-unless ( 1) such a veteran is 
receiving or ellgible to receive pension under 
present section 521 of title 38 (or meets the 
appllcable income standard for receipt of 
pension but not necessarily the el1gibl11ty 
requirements respecting disab111ty, age, or 
period of service), or (2) the Administrator, 
under regulations the Administrator must 
prescribe, authorize the furnishing to such 
a veteran of such drugs, medicines or sup
plles in order to avoid substantial hardship 
that could result from the extraordinary 
cost to a veteran of obtaining such products 
commercially. Under present law, such drugs, 
medicines, and supplles are authorized pur
suant to section 612(f) by virtue of the 
phrase "supplies or services" in the defini
tion of "medical services" in section 601 ( 6) 
of title 38. 

Section 204--cost: The Congressional 
Budget Office estimates that enactment of 
this provision would result in cost-savings 
of $3.4 milllon in fiscal year 1980. 

The effectiveness of section 204 is contin
gent on the achievement of certain person
nel levels in the Department of Medicine 
and Surgery as provided for in section 207 
of the committee bill. 

Section 205 
Would amend pesent section 612(g) of title 

38, relating to the authority to furnish out
patient medical services for the non-service
connected disab111ty of a veteran who is in 
need of regular aid and attendance or is 
housebound, to authorize the furnishing to 
such a veteran of home health services under 
the terms and conditions set forth in present 
section 612(f), which places a $600 limit on 
VA expenditures for such services for a non
service-connected disability of a veteran. 

Section 205---Cost: Enactment of this pro
vision is estimated to entail no additional 
cost. 

Section 206 
Would amend present section 613 of title 

38, relating to the Civllla.n Health and Medi
cal Program of the Veterans' Administration 
(CHAMPVA), a program for providing medi
cal care to the spouses and children of vet
erans with total service-connected disab111ties 
and the survivors of a veteran who dies from 
service-connected causes or who at the time 
of death had a total and permanent service
connected disablllty, to align in certain re
spects the Federal health-care benefits avail
able to two similar classes of beneficiaries
CHAMPV A beneficiaries and the survivors of 
persons who die during active-duty service 
(who generally receive health-care benefits 

under the Civ111an Health a.nd Medical Pro
gram of the Uniformed Services (CHAMPUS) 
under 10 u .s.c., chapter 55). 

Clause (1) of section 206 would amend 
present section 613(a) of title 38, relating to 
eligib111ty for benefits under CHAMPVA, to 
provide that the surviving spouse or child of 
a person who dies whlle on active duty (in 
the liiie of duty and not due to misconduct) 
would be ellgible for benefits under CHAMP
VA 1! he or she were not otherwise ellgible 
for medical care under CHAMPUS and to 
provide that the term "person" shall mean 
"veteran" for the purposes of present section 
103(d) of title 38, relating to the el1gib111ty 
for benefits under title 38 of a remarried sur
viving spouse. The effect of this amendment 
is to extend CHAMPV A ellgib111ty to the 
surviving spouse of a person who died on 
active duty (in the line of duty and not due 
to misconduct) if the surviving spouse sub
sequently remarried (thus losing ellgibility 
for benefits under CHAMPUS) and the sub
sequent remarriage has been terminated. 

Under present section 103(d), the remar
riage of a veteran's surviving spouse is con
sidered to be terminated when it is void or 
annulled, or when it has been terminated by 
death or divorce, and, tf the surviving spouse 
is considered (pursuant to present section 101 
(3), defining "surviving spouse" for purposes 
of title 38) to have remarried by reason of 
cohabitation, when the surviving spouse 
ceases such cohabitation. 

Clause (2) of section 206 would amend 
present section 613 of title 38, relating to the 
CHAMPV A program, by adding a new subsec
tion (c) , as follows: 

New subsection (c): Would provide that a 
CHAMPV A-ellgible child between the ages of 
18 and 23 who, while pursuing full-time study 
at an approved educational institution, suf
fers a mental or physical disab111ty that pre
vents the child from continuing his or her 
studies would remain ellgible for benefits 
until (1) 6 months after the disab111ty is no 
longer so disabled, (2) 2 years after the date 
of onset of the disab111ty, or (3) that stu
dent's 23d birthday, whichever comes first. 
This amendment makes the CHAMPVA ellgi
b111ty of a child comparable to CHAMPUS 
e11gib111ty under 10 U.S.C. 1072. 

Section 206-Cost: Enactment of the provi
sions of section 206 is estimated to cost $2.2 
million in fiscal year 1980. 

Section 207 
Subsection (a) of section 207 would provide 

that, except as provided in subsections (b) 
and (c) of section 207, the amendments made 
by title II of the Committee b111 shall take 
effect on October 1, 1979. 

Paragraph ( 1) of subsection (b) of section 
207 would provide that the amendments made 
by subsection 201 (a), relating to limitations 
on non-service-connected travel reimburse
ment; section 203, relating to limitations on 
certain outpatient dental benefits; and sec
tion 204, relating to Umitations on receipt of 
nonprescription drugs, medicine and supplles 
in connection with non-service-connected 
outpatient care, of the Committee blll would 
take effect on October 1, 1979, only if, prior 
to that date, the Director of the Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) has certified. 
in writing, to the appropriate committees of 
the Congress, that the Director has allocated 
to the VA !or the Department of Medicine 
and Surgery (DM&S) a sufficient personnel 
ceiling, for which appropriate funding is 
available, !or employment during the first 3 
months of fiscal year 1980 of at least 187,968 
full-time equivalent employees (FTEE's) for 
the employment of whom funding is provided 
under the appropriation accounts !or medical 
care, medical and prosthetic research, and 
medical a.dmlnistration and miscellaneous 
operating expenses. 

Paragraph (2) of subsection (b) of sec
tion 207 would provide that, if the amend-

ments made by sections 201(a), 203, and 
204 of the Committee b111 become effective 
on October 2, 1979, such amendments shall 
continue in effect during any succeeding a
month period (quarter) of fiscal year 1980 
and of each subsequent fiscal year only if, 
no later than the first day of each consec
utive quarter, the Director certifies, in writ
ing, that a sufficient personnel cemng, for 
which appropriate funding 1s available, has 
been allocated to the VA for DM&S for em
pioyment of at least 187,968 FTEE's. 

Paragraph (3) of subsection (b) of sec
tion 207 would provide that, in the event 
the Director falls prior to the first day of 
any quarter of fiscal year 1980 beginning 
after October 1, 1979, or prior to the first 
day of any succeeding fiscal year quarter to 
make the certification described in section 
207(b) (2) of the committee b111, on the first 
such day the amendments made by sections 
201(a), 203, and 204 of the committee blll 
shall become ineffective as though repealed 
by an act of Congress. 

Paragraph (4) of subsection (b) of sec
tion 207 would provide that, in determining 
the number of FTEE's provided for in para
graphs (1) and (2) of section 207(b) of the 
Committee b1ll, there shall be included not 
more than 820 FTEE's for the employment 
of whom funding is provided under the 
medical administration and miscellaneous 
operating expenses appropriation account or 
who are assigned to carry out functions as
signed to employees for whom such funding 
was provided in fiscal year 1978. 

Subsection (c) of section 207 would pro
vide that the amendments made by section 
203(1) (B) of the Committee blll reducing, 
from 12 months to 6 months following dis
charge or release from active duty, the 
period during which appllcation for out
patient treatment for a noncompensable 
service-connected dental condition may be 
made would not apply to a veteran whose 
discharge or release occurred during the 12-
month period preceding the date of enact
ment of the blll. 

Section 207--Cost: Enactment of the pro
visions of section 207 is estimated to cost 
$31.5 m1llion 1n fiscal year 1980. 
TITLE m-VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION MEDICAL 
PERSONNEL AND MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS 

Section 301 
Subsection (a) of section 301 would amend 

present section 4104(2) of title 38, relating 
to the appointment of personnel to the De
partment of Medicine and Surgery (DM&S) 
for the medical care of veterans, to specify 
that psychologists are among those who may 
be so appointed. 

Clause (1) of subsection (b) of section 
301 would amend present section 4105(a) 
of title 38, relating to qualifications of per
sons eligible for appointment to positions 
1n DM&S, to add a new clause (10), as 
follows: 

New clause (10): Would require that, to be 
eligible !or appointment as a psychologist in 
DM&S, an individual must hold a doctoral 
degree in psychology from a college or uni
versity approved in a specialty area and com
pleted an internship satisfactory to the Ad
ministrator, and must be licensed or certi
fied as a psychologist in a State; but would 
authorize the Administrator to waive the 
requirement of licensure or certifications for 
an individual psychologist for a period not to 
exceed 2 years on the condition that such 
psychologist provide patient care only under 
the direct supervision of a psychologist who 
is licensed or certified. 

Clause (2) of subsection (b) of section 301 
would amend present section 4105(b) of title 
38, relating to the requirement that certain 
appointees to positions 1n DM&S be citizens 
of the United States, to include podiatrists 
and optometrists among the categories of 
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health-care personnel who must be U.S. citi
zens to be eligible for appointment to posi
tions in the title 38 DM&S personnel system. 

SUbsection (c) of section 301 would pro
vide that the requirement of new clause (10) 
of section 4105,(a.) that a. psychologist be li
censed or certified in a. State before being 
appointed to a. position within DM&S would 
not apply to any psychologist employed by 
the VA on or before May 1,1979. 

Section 301-Costs: Enactment of the pro
visions of section 301is estimated to entail no 
additional cost. 

Section 302 
Would amend present section 4106(b) of 

title 38, relating to probationary appoint
ments to positions in the title 38 DM&S per
sonnel system, to shorten the probationary 
period of appointees from 3 years to 2 years. 
This probationary period is applicable to 
physicians, dentists, nurses, podiatrists, and 
optometrists appointed to positions within 
DM&S. 

Section 302-Costs: Enactment of this pro
vision is estimated to entail no additional 
cost. 

Section 303 
Would amend present section 5053(a.) of 

title 38, relating to authority of the Admin
istrator to enter into sharing agreements be
tween VA hospitals and other hospitals, med
ical schools, and clinics. to expand that au
thority to include sharing agreements be
tween VA hospitals and blood banks, organ 
banks, and similar institutions. 

Section 303-Costs: Enactment of this pro
vision is estimated to entail no additional 
cost. 

CONCLUSION 
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, in 

closing, I want to express my particular 
appreciation to the ranking minority 
member of the committee, the Senator 
from Wyoming <Mr. SIMPSON), for his 
excellent contributions and spirit of 
cooperation in the development of this 
measure. I also want to express my ap
preciation to the other members of the 
committee who have been so helpful
Senators TALMADGE, RANDOLPH, MATSU
NAGA, THURMOND, and STAFFORD. I would 
also like to extend thanks for their dili
gent efforts to committee minority staff 
members Garner Shriver. Gary Craw
ford, and John Pressly, and to Ken Berg
quist of Senator SIMPSON's staff, and for 
their hard and effective work on this bill 
and the committee report, to committee 
staff members Ed Scott, JoAnne Glisson, 
Jon Steinberg, and Harold Carter. They 
were extremely ably assisted by Molly 
Milligan, Janice Orr, Terri Morgan. 
Becky Walker, Mikki Day, Jim MacRae. 
and Walter Klingner. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues to 
support this very important measure. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 262 

(Purpose: To modify certain limitations on 
certain benefits relating to tnvel expense 
reimbursement of and the furnishing of 
nonprescription medical items to VA 
beneficiaries who are not receiving bene
fits for or in connection with a. service
connected disab111ty) 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I now 
send to the desk amendments to the 
committee substitute that I offer on be
half of Senator SIMPSON, Senator RAN
DOLPH, and myself, and ask unanimous 
consent that the amendments be con
sidered en bloc. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from California (Mr. CRANs

TON) for himself, Mr. SIMPSON, and Mr. 
RANDOLPH, proposes an unprinted amend
ment numbered 262. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 5, beginning with Une 11, strike 

out all down through Une 7 on page 6 and 
insert in lleu thereof the following: 

· .. (i) when travel is by a. special vehicular 
mode of transportation that (I) is required 
for medical reasons, and (II) has been au
thorized by the Administrator prior to such 
travel except to the extent that the Admin
istrator provides, under regulations which 
th& Administrator shall prescribe, for reim
bursement for the costs of travel by such 
mode in a. medical emergency of such ll;8.ture 
that the delay incident to obtaining prior 
authorization would have been hazardous to 
life or health; or 

"(11) when the person claiming reimburse
ment is a person receiving or eligible to re
ceive pension. under section 521 of this title 
and, with respect to any trip to or from a. 
fac111ty or place described in subsection (a) 
of this section, only in the amount by which 
the payment otherwise authorized by this 
section for such trip exceeds four dollars un
less such person, in any fiscal year, has al
ready incurred $100 in travel expenses other
wise allowable under this section for which 
payment has not been provided pursuant to 
this subparagraph. 

On page 12, strike out line 21 and insert 
in lleu thereof the following: 
"but any such veteran (other than a. vetera.~ 
receiving or eligible to receive compensation 
under chapter 11 of this title) being fur
nished services under this 

on Page 14, beginning with line 23, strike 
out all down through line 17 on page 16 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

(b) ( 1) Except as otherwise provided in 
paragraph (5) of this subsection and in sub
section (c) of this section, the amendments 
made by sections 201 (a), 203, and 204 of 
this Act shall take effect at such time as 
there are provided to the Veteran.s' Adminis
tration for fiscal year 1980 the required per
sonnel ce111ng defined in the second _senterice 
of this paragraph. For purposes of this para
graph, "the required personnel ceiling" 
means the authorization by the Director of 
the Offi« of Ma.n.a.gement and Budget to 
employ, under the appropriation accounts 
for medical care, medical and prosthetic re
search, and medical administration and mis
cellaneous operating expenses, not less than 
the number of employees for the employ
men.t of which appropriations have been 
made for fiscal year 1980 and for which 
funding is provided under such accounts. 

(2) (A) Not later than thirty days after 
the date of enactment of the first law mak
ing appropriations for the Veterans' Admin
istration for fiscal year 1980, the Administra
tor of Veterans' Affairs shall submit to the 
appropriate Committees of the Congress and 
to the Comptroller General o! the United 
States a report providing complete informa
tion on the personnel ce111ng that the Office 
of Management and Budget has provided to 
the Veterans' Administration for the em
ployees described in the second sentence of 
paragraph (1) of this subsection. 

(B) Not later than forty-five days after 
the date of the enactment of the law de
scribed in subparagraph (A) of this para
graph, the Comptroller General shall sub
mit to the appropriate Committees of Con
gress a report st~ting the Comptroller Gen
eral's opinion as to whether, pursuant to the 

provisions of paragraph (1) of this subsec
tion, the amendments made by sections 201 
(a), 203, and 204 of this Act have entered 
into effect.' 

(3) (A) If, pursuant to the provisions of 
paragraph (1) of this subsection, the amend
ments made by sections 201(a), 203, and 204 
of this Act become effective, such amend
ments shall continue to have effect, on and 
after the thirtieth day after the date of the 
enactment of each law making appropria
tions for the Veterans' Administration that 
is enacted subsequent to the law described 
in subparagraph (A) of paragraph (2) of 
this subsection and that includes appropria
tions for employees described in the second 
sentence of paragraph ( 1) of this subsection, 
only if, by each such day, the required per
sonnel ce111ng defined in the second sentence 
of this subparagraph has been provided to 
the Veterans' Administration. For the pur
poses of this subparagraph, "the required 
personnel ce111ng" means the authorization 
by the Director of the Office of Management 
and Budget to employ under the appropria
tion accounts described in the second sen
tence of paragraph (1) of this subsection not 
le-<"S than the number f'f employees for the 
employment of which appropriations have 
been made by the applicable law described 
in the first sentence of this subparagraph 
and for which funding is provided under such 
appropriation accounts. 

(B) Not later than thirty days after the 
date of the enactment of any law described 
in subparagraph (A) of this paragraph, the 
Administrator of Veterans' Affairs shall sub
mit to the appropriate Committees of the 
congress and to the Comptroller General of 
the United States a. report providing com
plete information on the personnel celllng 
that the omce of Management and Budget 
has provided to the Veterans' Administration 
for the employees described in the second 
sentence of paragraph (1) of this subsection. 

(C) Not later than forty-five days after the 
date of the enactment of each law described 
in subparagraph (A) of this paragraph, the 
Comptroller General shall submit to the ap
propriate committees of the Congress a. re
port stating the Comptroller General's opin
ion as to whether, pursuant to the provisions 
of this paragraph, such amendments re
mained in effect on the thirtieth day follow
ing the date of the enactment of such law. 

(4) If, pursuant to the provisions of this 
paragraph, the amendments made by sec
tions 201(a.), 203, and 204 of this Act lose 
effect at any time, such loss of effect shall be 
permanent. 

(5) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this subsection, the amendments made by 
sections 201 (a.), 203, and 20~ of this Act and 
the provisions of this subsection shall cease 
to be effective on and after October 1, 1983. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, this 
amendment, I believe, meets some of the 
concerns that have been expressed by 
veterans organizations and other Sen
ators. It consists of three parts, wP.ich I 
shall describe briefly. 

The first part of the amendment con
cerns the cost savings provision respect
ing beneficiary travel reimbursement, in 
order to avoid an unnecessarily burden
some feature of that provision. 

Mr. President, under the bill as re
ported, reimbursement in any one fiscal 
year would be limited so that no payment 
would be made for the first $25 in ex
penses and payment would be limited to 
one-half of the next $150 in expenses. 
These deductible and copayment require
ments would, over the course of a year, 
result in the veteran bearing a reason· · 
able share of the total cost of otherwise 
free VA medical care. However, in the 
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case of a veteran who must make a long 
trip to a VA hospital-for example, from 
Alaska to Seattle or from a remote, rural 
or mountainous area-the veteran may 
be required to bear up to $100 of the ex
penses for the first one or two trips in a 
particular year; and that could be too 
much of a burden all at once. Therefore, 
in order to avoid this potential hardship 
and spread out the costs over a much 
longer period, this amendment would de
lete the $25 deductible and the copay
ment requirements and substitute a pro
vision limiting reimbursement for any 
one trip to or from a VA facility to the 
excess over $4. Thus, regardless of the 
cost of any particular trip, the veteran 
would be required to bear no more than 
the first $4 of the cost. The $100 max
imum on the total costs during the year 
to the veteran would be maintained. As 
so amended, this provision would require 
a minimal, fair expenditure for other
wise free VA care by veterans who have 
no service-connected disabilities. 

Mr. President, with this amendment 
the travel reimbursement provision 
would result in cost savings in fiscal 
year 1980 of $28 million according to 
the Congressional Budget Offi.ce, and 
$21.3 million according to the Veterans' 
Administration. 

Second, Mr. President, this amend
ment modifies the provision of the com
mittee lbill respecting eligibility for re
ceipt of nonprescription drugs, medi
cines, and supplies in connection with 
non-service-connected outpatient care to 
make it clear that any veteran receiving 
benefits for or in connection with a serv
ice-connected disability would continue 
to be furnished nonprescription drugs, 
medicines, and supplies in connection 
with outpatient care regardless of 
whether or not the condition for which 
the veteran is receiving such care is serv
ice connected. 

Mr. President, with this amendment, 
the non-prescription-drug provision 
would result in cost savings of $3.4 mil
tion according to CBO, and $17.4 mil
lion according to the VA. Thus, the two 
cost savings provisions as we would mod
ify them would save in the vicinity of 
$31.4 to $38.7 million. 

Third, Mr. President, this amendment 
modifies the provision of the commit
tee bill-section 207 <b) -that ties the 
effective date of the cost-savings meas
ures to the provision of more adequate 
staffi.ng for VA medical facilities. This 
part of the amendment, which I have 
worked out with the administration in 
the interest of making even more ade
quate provision for staffi.ng in VA medi
cal facilities, serves the same purpose as 
the provision in the bill as reported. 
The amended provision would require 
that, before the cost-savings provisions 
take effect, the VA must be provided by 
OMB with the staffi.ng levels for which 
appropriations are made; and provides 
that the three cost-savings measures 
would remain in effect after each law 
appropriating funds for VA medical staff 
is enacted only if the VA is provided per
sonnel ceilings at the level contemplated 
in the appropriations act. The level so 
contemplated would, of course, be de-

termined from the le!tislative history, in
cluding the committee report. 

Mr. President, this approach would re
solve the problem at which the provi
sion in the committee bill was aimed
the failure of the administration to pro
vide for the hiring of VA medical staff 
as expressly intended by the Congress in 
the appropriations process-and, I be
lieve, would resolve that problem in an 
even more satisfactory manner. 

Mr. President, I am extremely pleased 
to state that I have received a letter 
from the Administrator of Veterans' Af
fairs, Max Cleland, on this matter. In his 
letter to me, Mr. Cleland states: 

The director of the Office of Management 
and Budget, by authority of the President, 
has approved my request for submission of 
a budget amendment to add an additional 
2,000 full-time-equivalent employees for the 
Veterans' Administration's medical care ac
count, subject to the enactment of [the cost
savings provisions in the committee bill-as 
modified by this amendment]. It is under
stood that this 2,()00 stamng increment will 
be over and above the 356 additional FTEE's 
contemplated in the President's budget in 
connection with the enactment of S . 7. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the full text of the Administra
tor's letter, which is dated June 15, 1979, 
be inserted in the RECORD at this point. 

The letter follows: 
VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION, 

Washington, D.C., June 15, 1979. 
Hon. ALAN CRANSTON, 
Chairman, Committee on Veterans• Affairs, 

U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. CHAmMAN: I a.m pleased to advise 

you that the Director of the Office of Man
agement and Budget, by authority of the 
President, has approved my request for sub
mission of a budget amendment for fiscal 
year 1980 to add a.n additional 2,000 full
time-equivalent-employees (FTEE's) for the 
Veterans Administration's medical care ac
count, subject to the enactment of certain 
cost-savings legislation which I will outline 
later. It is understood that this 2,000 staffing 
increment will be over and above the 356 
additional FTEE's contemplated in the Pres
ident's budget in connection with the enact
ment of S. 7. 

The Director has likewise agreed, again 
subject to the enactment of the cost-savings 
legislation, to my request that this staffing 
add-on would be annualized in fiscal year 
1981 for the purpose of maintaining the 
existing program level and that staffing 
needed for such new activations as may be 
proposed later would be considered separate
ly from this employment base. 

The request for additional staffing, how
ever, is expressly contingent upon the enact
ment of the cost-savings provisions initially 
proposed by the Administration as they are 
included as part of S. 1039 as reported (and 
proposed to be further modified in your fioor 
amendment) regarding beneficiary travel re
imbursement, nonprescription drugs, med
icines, and supplies, and dental benefits per
taining to the care of veterans without com
pensable service-connected disabilities. 

We therefore strongly support the provi
sions in sections 201 (a). 203, 204, and 207 of 
S. 1039 as reported and with the modifica
tions which we have developed together to 
be presented when the bill is considered on 
the Senate floor. 

Enactment of these provisions will free up 
resources to make possible additional VA 
medical facility staffing to assure a. more ad
equate level of health care services for our 
Nation's veterans. The Administration is 
committed to a. comprehensive budgeting ef-

fort to reassess existing programs in light of 
changing circumstances and economic con
straints. 

We appreciate your cooperation in work
ing closely with us to develop this compro
mise which we believe will apply available 
resources in the most effective manner to 
strengethen the VA health care program. 

Sincerely, 
MAX CLELAND, 

Adminstrator. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, with 
this assurance-which is given "by the 
authority of the President"-the enact
ment of this legislation, with the cost
savings provisions intact, will mark a 
major milestone in helping to assure the 
quality of care in VA facilities. Whereas 
the bill as reported would have provided 
assurance of 1,600 FTEE's more than 
the President had requested for fiscal 
year 1980 for VA medical programs, the 
enactment of this legislation with the 
pending amendment would mean that 
the President's fiscal year 1980 budget 
request would be increased by 2,356 
FTEE's-whi ·h is 756 FTEE's more than 
the committee bill as reported would as
sure, and this is only the minimum that 
would happen. 

For let me reiterate at this point, Mr. 
President, that this modification of the 
committee bill would require-as a con
dition of the effectiveness of the cost
savings provisions-that the VA actually 
be provided the staffi.ng levels contem
plated by appropriations acts. 

The House Appropriations Commit
tee has already added 3,800 FrEE's to 
the VA medical care account for fiscal 
year 1980. Thus, if more FrEE's than 
2,356 are contemplated to be added in 
appropriations acts for fiscal year 1980 
then that ceiling will be provided or the 
cost-savings provisions will not take or 
continue in effect. 

Mr. President, under this amendment, 
the tie-in provisions regarding VA 
health care staffi.ng would become in
effective at the end of fiscal year 1983, 
thus requiring congressional review and 
reconsideration before they would be fur
ther extended. 

Mr. President, with this amendment 
the bill as reported would serve, in a 
most effective way, the vitally important 
purpose of tightening expenditures 
where that can be done appropriately 
in order to assure that adequate staffi.ng 
is provided VA medical facilities. 

Mr. President, I am now delighted to 
yield to my friend and colleague from 
Wyoming, Mr. SIMPSON, the ranking 
minority member of the Veterans' Af
fairs Committee, who has done such out
standing work on this amendment. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I thank 
very much my distinguished colleague. 

I address my remarks to the amend
ment and wish that the time be so 
credited. 

S. 1039 is designed to maintain and 
improve the purposes and effectiveness 
of health care services provided for our 
Nation's veterans. In the committee
approved bill are provisions from several 
bills that were carefully considered by 
the committee-including the original 
S. 1039 which, as introduced, would ex
tend and revise the program of grants to 
State homes for veterans and extend and 
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expand the exchange of medical infor
mation program. 

Also included in the bill before the 
Senate today are provisions of S. 196, 
introduced by Senator THURMOND, to 
provide chiropractic treatment when re
quested for veterans eligible for out
patient care, and certain provisions of 
s. 741, which was introduced by my col
league, the distinguished committee 
chairman, Senator CRANSTON, for whom 
I might add I have tremendous personal 
regard as I have worked closely with him 
in my brief tenure here in the Senate. 
This bill, submitted at the request of the 
administration, provides for cost savings 
in certain travel reimbursements, dental 
benefits and nonprescription drugs, to
gether with various personnel and ad
ministrative amendments. 

The Federal Government has partici
pated in a program of assistance to State 
veterans' homes since 1888 when Con
gress passed legislation to provide aid 
to State or territorial homes for the 
support of our Nation's soldiers and 
sailors. That program has been con
tinually amended and extended. 

The 1964 act included State nursing 
homes and provided per diem rates for 
domiciliary care and nursing home care 
with increases made on several occasions 
with the last increase authorized by the 
1976 law. 

The Consumer Price Index inflation 
:figure for the 3-year period since the 
effective date of the 1976 law, according 
to the Congressional Budget Office, is 
23.4 percent. Our committee believes an 
increase in the per diem rates for the 
care of eligible veterans in State home 
facilities should be increased not by 23.4 
percent but by 15 percent, and our bill 
provides for an increase from $5.50 per 
day to $16.35 per day for domiciliary 
care; from $10.50 now to $12.10 per day 
for nursing home care; and from $11.50 
per day to $13.25 for hospital care. 

InS. 1039, provision is made to extend 
annual appropriations for State home 
construction grants. This program to 
assist States in construction, remodeling, 
and renovation of State home facilities 
began in 1964 with authorized annual 
appropriations of $5 million for the mak
ing of State home grants by the Veterans' 
Administration-to pay 50 percent of the 
costs of constructing new nursing care 
facilities, expanding or remodeling 
buildings for use as nursing care facili
ties, and equipping such facilities. 

The last change in the authorizing 
legislation for State home construction 
and nursing home care facilities pro
gram occurred in 1977 and increased the 
annual authorization to $15 million and 
increased the aggregate amount any one 
State could receive in any :fiscal year 
from 20 percent to one-third. Since 1966, 
approximately $95 million has been 
appropriated. 

The Veterans' Administration reports 
to our committee that VA facilities are 
just not adequate to cope with the special 
needs of today's elderly veterans. The 
Veterans' Administration's 88 nursing 
homes are filled to capacity with long 
waiting lists for admission to most of 
them. Some State nursing homes and 
domiciliaries are at near capacity. Much 

must be done to prepare for the rapidly 
growing number of elderly veterans. 

It is the view of the committee that 
the State home program is a proven and 
cost-effective means of providing care, 
especially nursing home and <io.cn.iclliary 
care, to our older veterans and family 
members of veterans. We need to expand 
existing facilities to accommodate the 
increasing numbers of elderly veterans 
soon to require nursing and domiciliary 
care. According to our information, there 
are 17 approved but unfunded applica
tions for State home construction funds 
pending-with a total request of over $18 
million. 

It should be noted that the States have 
definitely demonstrated a real willing
ness to participate by providing the 35 
percent ma.tch, and clearly the need 
exists, so we are recommending annual 
appropriations of $15 million for fiscal 
year 1980, and also for 1981 and 1982. 
Also provided in the committee bill is the 
provision that no State may, in any one 
:fiscal year, receive more than one-third 
of the amount appropriated, or $3 mil
lion, whichever is greater. It is felt that 
without some limitation a few St9.tes 
might receive disproportionately large 
grants while equally <icse .. vi11~ p.ru.i\:i~ - a 
in other States might remain unfunded. 

Our committee intends to request the 
General Accounting Office to undertake 
a review of State veterans' homes and 
their programs, including issues as to the 
levels of Federal support. 

Our committee believes that the ex
change of medical information program 
:first authorized in 1966 to strengthen 
medical programs in VA hospitals has 
been successful, and cost efiective, and 
should be extended and expanded. s. 
1039 would continue for :fiscal years 1980, 
1981, and 1982 the present annual appro
priation authorization of $4 million for 
this worthwhile program. It has been 
especially valuable in enhancing the 
quality of services provided 1n VA facili
ties, particularly unaffiliated and geo
graphically remote facilities-and it has 
improved the morale of personnel located 
in such facilities. The program has 
strengthened medical programs in VA 
hospitals not connected with medical 
schools and programs in locations remote 
from medical teaching centers. 

Much of the content of S. 196, intro
duced by committee member Senator 
STROM THURMOND, is included in the bill 
before us. Those provisions would au
thorize chiropractic treatment when re
quested-for veterans eligible for out
patient medical care-under certain de
fined conditions. The committee believes 
that, in some circumstances, the pro
vision of chiropractic service is appro
priate and desirable. 

Chiropractic services have been rec
ognized under several State and Federal 
health care programs. It is also recog
nized under the Federal medicare pro
gram. Reimbursement for chiropractic 
services is provided for under the Fed
eral Employees Compensation Act. A 
number of States-including my own
include chiropractic services under their 
medical assistance programs. The Vet
erans' Administration employs no chiro
practors and according to the testimony 

before the committee, no VA referrals 
have been made of a veteran to a chiro
practor for treatment at VA expense. 

s. 1039 includes authority for chiro
practic services on a fee basis; for reim
bursement or payment for reasonable 
charges; and defines very restrictively 
"chiropractic services." Total expendi
tures in any one fiscal year could not 
exceed $4 million and the authority 
granted under this bill expires September 
30, 1983. The bill requires the VA Ad
ministrator to submit to the House and 
Senate Committees on Veterans' Afiairs, 
beginning December 31, 1980, an annual 
report regarding the use of chiropractic 
services under the new authority. 

Many members of the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs recognize that inclusion 
of use of chiropractic services-even in 
the limited way as proposed in this bill
is not acceptable or desired by certain 
organizations and groups, but members 
of the committee also feel in all fairness 
and at the request of countless veterans, 
such additional and very limited use of 
this form of health care should not be 
continue to be denied to the veterans of 
our Nation. 

The committee bill also makes some 
technical and clarifying amendments at 
the request of the Veterans' Administra
tion, and those are fully discussed in the 
committee report on S. 1039. 

For example, through previous over
sight, podiatrists and optometrists were 
not made subject to the appointment re
quirement that they be citizens of the 
United States, a requirement that ap
plies to all health care professionals 
eligible for appointment in the Depart
ment of Medicine and Surgery pay and 
personnel system of VA. The commit
tee bill does correct this omission and 
will include podiatrists and optome
trists among the health care personnel 
who must be citizens of the United States 
before being eligible for appointment in 
theDM&S. 

An additional item in the bill would 
shorten the period of probationary serv
ice for certain VA employees to 2 years. 
The committee believes this is adequate 
time to permit a careful and effective 
evaluation of title 38 employees and a 
brief enough period to assist in reducing 
the feeling of uncertainty which accom
panies an extended period of conditional 
employment. 

s. 1039 would expand the authority of 
the Veterans' Administration to enter 
into "sharing agreements" of specialized 
medical resources with community hos
pitals, clinics, and medical schools to 
include blood banks, organ banks, and 
similar institutions. During 1978, 93 VA 
health care facilities entered into 224 
sharing agreements with community 
health care centers for the exchange of 
such medical services as cardiac surgery, 
renal transplantation, nuclear medicine, 
pulmonary function, and other items. 
Our committee encourages the VA to 
expand its efforts for the best interests 
of the best possible health care for vet
erans and all citizens of the Nation. 

Three administration-requested pro
visions within S. 1039 have apparently 
caused some concern. These are the lim
itations on reimbursement for travel ex-
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penses certain dental benefits. and cer
tain o~er-the-counter drugs. I am co~
fident that those concerns and fears w1ll 
be fully addressed and de~ated today· 
They are not sinister in origm. 

In a VA letter to our committee, the 
VA stated that the cost savings that 
would result from enactment of the lim
itation on travel reimbursement would 
enable "VA resources to be more effec
tively utilized"; the cost savings realized 
by eliminating the provision of dental 
treatment to certain defined veterans 
would allow the VA to "refocus our re
sources to provide more extended and 
faster outpatient dental care"; and the 
cost savings realized by "limiting the 
provision of nonprescription drugs, med
icines, and supplies would permit the 
VA to reallocate scarce VA resources to 
areas where the need is more acute." 

our committee acknowledges the 
pressing need to exercise fiscal restraint 
in considering this year's Federal budget. 
Our citizens demand it. Our congres
sional stewardship in fiscal matters is 
on the line. Difficult and painful 
choices will be made among various 
competing and very real demands. In 
the committee's view, the overall VA 
health care program levels should not be 
reduced but should be maintained in 
order to assure that the health care 
needs of veterans will be adequately met. 
In examining existing programs to de
termine where savings could appropri
ately be realized, the committee was 
faced with difticult choices. The three 
cost-saving items finally selected will not 
adversely affect health care offered to 
our veterans, and the committee fully 
anticipates such savings will be used to 
actually better veterans' health care. I 
will now briefly discuss the three cost
savings provisions in S. 1039. 

Let me clearly emphasize that these 
cost savings affect only the veteran 
receiving outpatient treatment for a 
non-service-connected disability. This 
Nation affords every reasonable benefit 
to the service-disabled veteran and will 
continue to do so. 

Current law provides that a person 
traveling to and from a VA health care 
facility in connection with a non-service
connected disability is entitled to reim
bursement for travel expenses provided 
the veteran declares, in writing, that he 
cannot defray such costs. In contrast, a 
veteran traveling to a VA facility for 
treatment of a service-connected condi
tion may be reimbursed regardless of 
whether he or she is able to defray the 
costs. 

The initial VA legislation requested the 
complete elimination of beneficiary 
travel reimbursement for non-service
connected veterans unless a special mode 
of transportation was needed and au
thorized; that is, air ambulance or am
bulance. The VA estimated a fiscal 
year 1980 cost savings of $39 million 
while CBO estimated $62 million. Two 
major concerns which the VA testified to 
in support of this legislation were the 
need to conserve scarce resources during 
these times of a tight budget-and the 
prior practical experiences and prob
lems associated with the making a 

determination as to whether the veteran 
is unable to defray the costs of traveling 
to the VA facility. 

The committee bill modified this initial 
legislation to provide that those non
service-connected veterans who were eli
gible for pension, using the income 
standard, would continue to be reim
bursed. But, these veterans would pay for 
the first $25 and one-half of the next 
$150 in annual travel expenses. 

And, of course, the amendment just 
presented by the chairman, in which I 
have joined, corrects that. The provision 
regarding a special mode of transporta
tion would be retained and without any 
copayment by the veteran. Cost savings 
of this provision would be $30 mil~ion 
for 1980. 

Current law establishes a presumption 
of service connection for dental benefits 
during the veterans' first 12 months after 
discharge. Also, this treatment is pro
vided to any veteran regardless of the 
duration of active duty service, even 1 
day. 

The initial legislation provided for the 
elimination of this benefit altogether. 
Citing budget restraints and the treat
ment experiences of private dentists 
under this provision, the VA recom
mended that the Department of Defense 
undertake the complete dental treatment 
of active duty personnel. Should a serv
ice-connected condition then exist after 
discharge, the VA would undertake its 
care. VA estimated a cost saving of $44 
million in fiscal year 1980 on enactment 
of this initial legislation. 

In an effort to partially accommodate 
dental needs of the recently discharged 
service man or woman, the committee bill 
provides VA dental treatment only if the 
veteran has served on active duty for at 
least 180 days, and if such veteran makes 
application for treatment within 180 days 
after discharge. Also, VA treatment would 
not be provided if DOD has provided a 
complete dental examination and treat
ment 90 days prior to discharge. The cost 
savings under the committee bill would 
be $3.4 million for fiscal year 1980. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
PRYOR). The time of the Senator from 
Wyoming on his amendment has ex
pired. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I ask unanimous con
sent that I be allocated further time 
against the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator may make that request. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I do make that re
quest, that the further time be allo
cated against my time on the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Under current law, 
veterans who receive care in a VA fa
cility on an outpatient basis are pro
vided nonprescription drugs on the au
thorization of a VA physician. 

The initial legislation would have 
eliminated this provision as it applies to 
non-service-connected veterans who were 
not receiving pension, were not perma
nently housebound or were not in need 
of aid and attendance. Cost savings for 
this provision if enacted would have been 
$15.5 million for fiscal year 1980. 

The committee bill modifies the ini
tial legislation by providing that those 
non-service-connected veterans who are 
eligible for pension, using the income 
standard, would continue to receive 
their medications. 

I think that is an important point to 
bear in mind. In addition, the Admin
istrator would prescribe by regulation 
conditions under which nonprescription 
drugs would be provided to any non-sery
ice-connected veteran in order to avo1d 
substantial hardship. Cost savings under 
the committee bill would be $3.4 million 
for 1980. . . 

The committee bill has a uruque proVI-
sion which would "tie" the effective date 
of these cost-saving proposals to a re
quirement that the number of full-time 
employees in VA hospitals be increased 
to its authorized level during 1980 and 
thereafter. And now the chairman has 
effectively addressed that with an 
amendment. In effect, the bill as amend
ed by the pending amendment, assures 
the veteran that veterans' hospitals will 
be adequately staffed. This would achieve 
the purpose of refocusing VA spending 
to the high priority areas while at the 
same time achieving some cost savings. 
Thus, before the cost-saving provisions 
could become effective, and in order to 
remain in effect, su!Hcient personnel and 
funding must have been allocated to the 
Department of Medicine and Surgery. 

The primary reason for this "tying" 
process is to avoid the effect of having 
approximately 2,000 full-time employees 
diverted from manpower requirements in 
presently existing VA facilities in fiscal 
year 1980 in order to meet the manpower 
needs of new VA activations scheduled 
for that year. That is an important point 
to consider in this legislation, that we 
have manpower needs that must be met 
in new medical facility activations. 

I would assure Senators that the mem
bers of our Committee on Veterans' Af
fairs continue to believe deeply in the 
adequate staffing in our VA medical fa
cilities. We desire the most complete 
health care for this country's veterans 
who have performed military service to 
our Nation. Support of S. 1039 will assure 
the continuation of a long history of con
gressional recognition of those who gave 
much when this Nation demanded much 
of them. 

Mr. President, I have concluded my 
remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, will 
someone yield me some time? 

Mr. CRANSTON. I yield 5 minutes to 
the Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
must rise in support of the pending 
amendment to S. 1039, the Veterans' Ad
ministration Health Resources and! Pro
grams Extension Act of 1979. 

At the markup of S. 1039, May 3, by 
way of proxy, I voted against the Hum
phrey amendment and to support the 
position of the committee with respect to 
the three administration-proposed cost
savings measures, which were made to tie 
in to additional VA health care person
nel resources. 

In supporting the position of the com-
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mittee, I am inclined to say that my 
heart is with the position taken in the 
Humphrey amendment, which, I under
stand, has the full support of the vet
erans' organizations. I have always tried 
to support the position of the veterans' 
organizations and the position which the 
committee finds itself in with respect to 
this issue is indeed a difficult one. I am 
persuaded in this matter, however, by 
two important considerations. The first 
consideration is that the money saved 
by the three cost-saving provisions 
adopted by the committee will be di
verted into additional health care re
sources within the VA health care sys
tem. In other words, the money saved by 
the committee proposal will go where it 
is needed most. The second consideration 

· is an overwhelming mandate by the elec
torate for the Congress to save money in 
every reasonable and rational way. I 
think the committee has acted reason
ably and rationally with respect to the 
position it has taken on these three 
measures. 

Mr. President, I commend the able and 
distinguished chairman for having a 
deep and abiding interest in our vet
erans. I share his feeling that we ought 
to do everything we can to help our vet
erans. 

As a result of his work on this matter, 
however, the administration has now 
made certain concessions which I think 
will be satisfactory. In view of that, I 
intend to support the pending amend-
ment. · 

I would like to question the distin
guished Senator from California, the 
chairman of the committee, on this 
point: 

As I understand, you stated that you 
recently received information and as
surances from OMB that there will be 
adequate staffing and funding for VA 
hospitals. Would you explain exactly how 
this new agreement will work? 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I be
lieve I can best explain by reading from 
a letter dated June 15 from Max Cleland, 
who states: 

I a.m pleased to advise you that the Direc
tor of the Office of Management and Budget, 
by authority o! the President, has approved 
my request for submission of a. budget 
amendment for fiscal year 1980 to add an 
additional 2,000 full-time-equivalent-em
ployees (FTEE's) !or the Veterans Adminis
tration's medical care account, subject to the 
enactment of certain cost-savings legisla
tion which I will outline later. It is under
stood that this 2,000 staffing increment will 
be over and above the 356 additional FTEE's 
contemplated in the President's budget in 
connection with the enactment of S. 7. 

The Director has likewise agreed, a.gal.n 
subject to the enactment of the cost-savings 
legislation, to my request that this staffing 
add-on would be annualized in fiscal year 
1981 !or the purpose of maintaining the exist
ing program level and that staffing needed 
tor such new activations as may be proposed 
later would be considered separately from 
this employment base. 

The letter goes on, but that gives the 
main intentions. 

Mr. THURMOND. In other words, ac
cording to this letter, then, it is under
stood that the 2,000 stafllng increment 
will be over and above the 356 additional 

FTEE's contemplated in the President's 
budget? 

Mr. CRANSTON. That is correct. 
Mr. THURMOND. So this is a very 

favorable concession, as I understand, to 
the veterans' hospitals, and will provide 
a more adequate health service and give 
the veterans an improved institutional 
situation over that existing heretofore? 

Mr. CRANSTON. It most certainly is, 
and it is conditioned on the ·cost-sav
ings provisions remaining in the bill, 
which the Senator has indicated he will 
support. 

Mr. THURMOND. In view of that con
cession by the administration, and the 
modification now being made by the 
administration, Mr. President, I will 
support the pending amendment. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I am delighted that 
the Senator will support the pending 
amendment. 

Mr. STONE. Will the floor manager 
of the bill yield me 5 minutes? 

Mr. CRANSTON. I do not know if I 
have 5 minutes. 

Mr. President, how much time have I 
remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 5 minutes remaining. 

Mr. STONE. Can I take 5 minutes on 
the bill, by unanimous consent? 

Mr. CRANSTON. I will yield 3 min
utes on the amendment and 2 minutes 
on the bill. 

Mr. STONE. I thank the distingui.shed 
chairman. I shall be able to make my 
statement within that time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CRANSTON. If the Senator will 
withhold, I would like to get the yeas 
and nays. Mr. President, I ask for the 
yeas and nays on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sumcient second? There is a sumcient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. STONE. Mr. President, since join

ing the Senate Veterans' Affairs Com
mittee, I have been cooperative with its 
efforts on behalf of our Nation's veter
ans, and I would like to commend our 
distinguished chairman, Senator ALAN 
CRANSTON, for all of his work in this 
area. Today, however, I have to disagree 
with Senator CRANSTON and a majority 
of members of the committee in their ap
proach to saving costs that are con
tained in S. 1(}39, the Veterans' Admin
istration Health Resources and Pro
grams Extension Act of 1979. 

While there are several provisions of 
S. 1039 which lend support to the needs 
of veterans, they are combined in the 
same package with three proposals that 
erode support for veterans that I am 
unable to support. So, I am joining Sen
ator HuMPHREY in his efforts to delete 
these sections. 

First, S. 1039 proposes to eliminate re
imbursements for travel expenses to VA 
hospitals for non-service-connected dis
abled veterans except those receiving VA 
pension benefits. Even then, the bill pro
poses that the veteran pay the first $25 
and then share half the remaining costs 
up to $150 a year. 

Mr. President, we are talking about 

eliminating benefits to a group of veter
ans who are, according to current law, 
unable to defray the expense of such 
travel. In addition, travel reimburse
ments have already been limited by Con
gress in 1976 to the actual cost by public 
transportation. I do not think we should 
limit reimbursements again. 

Senator CRANSTON has now proposed 
a modification of S. 1039 as reported by 
the committee. Under its provisions, the 
veterans would pay the first $4 of each 
trip to a VA facility up to an annual 
total cost of $100. While this will benefit 
those veterans who take a few long trips, 
I believe it will still place a financial 
burden on many veterans. 

· The second feature of S. 1039 that I 
find unacceptable is the elimination of 
over-the-counter drugs, medicines, and 
medical supplies. All non-service-con
nected disabled veterans except those re
ceiving VA pensions <the same group 
·that would no longer be eligible for 
.travel benefits) would also be denied this 
assistance from the VA, some of which is 
needed for their survival. Although the 
second part of Senator CRANSTON's 
amendment to allow service-connected 
disabled veterans with ratings of 50 per
. cent or less to .continue to receive these 
drugs is an improvement, I still do not 
believe it goes hr enough. 

The third section of S. 1039 that 
troubles me is the limitation on out
patient dental services to recently dis
charged veterans who do not have serv
ice-related, compensable dental condi
tions. The bill would reduce the eligi
bility period for dental care from 1 year 
to 6 months from the date they left the 
service. According to the committee re
port and the Veterans' Administration, 
this benefit should be the responsibility 
of the Department of Defense. However, 
rather than seeking to assign the respon
sibility for these services to the proper 
department, S. 1(}39 seeks to reduce its 
availability in order to cut VA costs. 

Finally, S. 1039 seeks to tie these cost
savings proposals to the receipt of assur
ances by OMB that there are sumcient 
personnel levels at VA medical facilities. 
I do not think that veterans' benefits 
should be used as a bargaining tool for 
VA personnel. 

Mr. President, when I add these pro
posed cutbacks with others that have 
occurred and are occurring-for example, 
the 3,100 hospital bed cuts, personnel re
ductions, and the rejection of veterans 
with non-service-related injuries for 
treatment at VA hospitals-! detect a 
progressively destructive incrementalism 
of reductions that are becoming too big 
an accumulating bite out of our ex
pressed commitments to serving the best 
interests of veterans. I view S. 1039 as a 
bit-by-bit, but escalating attack on a 
tradition of high commitment to those 
men and women who fought our wars. 

Senator HUMPHREY's amendment has 
the support of the Disabled American 
Veterans, the American Legion, the 
Veterans of Foreign Wars, and the Para
lyzed Veterans Association. 

I, therefore, urge my colleagues to join 
me in supporting Senator HUMPHREY's 
amendment and voting no on the Cran-
ston amendment. 
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I think procedurally there can be and 

probably will be an amendment offered 
to substitute the existing provisions of 
law for this Cranston amendment. In 
that case, I would urge my colleagues to 
vote with me for the Humphrey substi
tute which should be forthcoming 
shortly. 

Mr. President, I thank the distin
guished chairman and ranking member 
for letting me make these remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senator STROM 
THuRMOND be added as a cosponsor of 
my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CRANSTON. How much time do 
we have remaining on the amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There are 
2 minutes remaining on the amend
ment. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Is there any other 
Senator who wishes to speak on the 
amendment? If not, I am prepared to 
yield back--

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from California has the :fioor at this 
time. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I am prepared to 
yield to the Senator for that purpose. 
The time comes out of the time on the 
amendment, and there are only a couple 
of minutes left. 

I yield to the Senator from New 
Hampshire. 

I yield the :fioor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 

Senator yield back the remainder of his 
time on the amendment? 

Mr. CRANSTON. I yield the :fioor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair 

will recognize the Senator from New 
Hampshire. 

Mr. STONE. Mr. President, I ask for 
recognition for 1 minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. CRANSTON. I yield 1 minute. 
Mr. STONE. Mr. President, in the 

event that Senator HUMPHREY chooses to 
offer an amendment to a later section 
of the bill to restore the existing provi
sions of law in lieu of the Cranston 
amendment, then I would urge my col
leagues to vote "no" on the pending 
amendment and vote "yes" on the Hum
phrey amendment which will be forth
coming at the conclusion of the consid
eration of the pending amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The man

ager of the bill has 40 seconds remain
ing. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I yield 40 seconds to 
the Senator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena
tor. I would like to suggest to my col
leagues very quickly that the essence of 
what is going on here today is the cut
ting of existing benefits. The administra
tion has promised to properly staff VA 
hospitals if Senators will agree to cut
ting existing benefits. That is the essence 

of what is going on here. I contend that 
hospitals ought to be properly staffed to 
begin with, and that we ought not to be 
cutting existing benefits. It is a very bad 
precedent to set, and one which will be 
very upsetting to the veterans groups and 
citizens of our country. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
on the amendment has expired. 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President-- . 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senators 

may yield time on the bill if they wish. 
Mr. PRESSLER. Will the Senator 

yield? 
Mr. CRANSTON. If I yield 2 minutes 

from the bill, is that adequate? 
Mr. PRESSLER. Yes. 
I rise in strong support of Senator 

HUMPHREY's remarks and on his amend
ment to be offered. It does seem to me 
that we are very quietly cutting benefits. 
I have felt rather strongly, particularly 
in regard to Vietnam veterans, that never 
before in our history have we been so 
willing to quietly cut benefits which we 
have not done before in our Nation's his
tory. This is an investment in our vet
erans. It is also a right. It has been a tra
dition in this country to recognize mill
tary service and to properly care for our 
veterans. 

I felt badly that the effort to give vet
erans the options of where to go for psy
chological training was a mistake. I feel 
that the administration is making a mis
take in its current efforts to cut back. 

I applaud the efforts of the Senator 
from New Hampshire. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, Sena
tor JENNINGS RANDOLPH is necessarily 
absent today to attend the funeral in 
Charleston, W. Va., of his former admin
istrative assistant and employee of over 
15 years, James W. Harris. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from California. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the 

Senator from Delaware (Mr. BrDEN) , the 
Senator from West Virginia (Mr. RoBERT 
C. BYRD), the Senator from Missouri 
<Mr. EAGLETON), the Senator from Ken
tucky <Mr. FoRD), the Senator from Ver
mont <Mr. LEAHY) , the Senator from 
Hawaii (Mr. MATSUNAGA), the Senator 
from South Dakota (Mr. McGOVERN), 
the Senator from New York <Mr. MoY
NIHAN), the Senator from Georgia <Mr. 
NUNN) , the Senator from Rhode Island 
<Mr. PELL), the Senator from Connecti
cut <Mr. RmrcoFF), and the Senator 
from Mississippi <Mr. STENNIS) are nec
essarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Alaska <Mr. GRAVEL) is absent on 
offi.cial business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
West Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH) is absent 
attending the funeral of his former aide, 
James W. Harris. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from West Vir
ginia <Mr. RANDOLPH) and the Senator 
from Rhode Island <Mr. PELL) would 
each vote "yea." 

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 
Senator from Tennessee <Mr. BAKER), 

the Senator from Rhode Island <Mr. 
CHAFEE), the Senator from Mississippi 
<Mr. CocHRAN), the Senator from Maine 
<Mr. CoHEN), the Senator from New York 
<Mr. JAVITS), the Senator from Kansas 
<Mrs. KAssEBAUM), the Senator from 
New Mexico <Mr. ScHMITT), and the 
Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
ScHWEIKER) are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Have all 
Senators voted? 

The result was announced-yeas 73, 
nays 5, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 132 Leg.] 
YEAB-73 

Armstrong 
Baucus 
Bellm on 
Bentsen 
Boren 
Boschwitz 
Bradley 
Bumpers 
Burdick 
Byrd, 

Harry F., Jr. 
Cannon 
Church 
Cranston 
Culver 
Danforth 
DeConcinl 
Dole 
Domenlcl 
Duren berger 
Durkin 
Ex on 
Garn 
Glenn 
Goldwater 

Hart 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Hayaltawa 
Hefiin 
Heinz 
Helms 
Huddleston 
Inouye 
Jackson 
Jepsen 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Laxalt 
Levin 
Long 
Lugar 
Magnuson 
Mathias 
McClure 
Melcher 
Metzenbaum 
Morgan 
Muskie 
Nelson 

NAYS-5 

Packwood 
Percy 
Pressler 
Proxmire 
Pryor 
Riegle 
Roth 
Sarbanes 
Sasser 
Simpson 
Stafford 
Stevens 
Stevenson 
Stewart 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Tsongas 
Wallop 
Warner 
Weicker 
Williams 
Young 
Zorinsky 

Bayh 
Chiles 

Holllngs Stone 
Humphrey 

NOT VOTING-22 
Baker Gravel 
Blden Javits 
Byrd, Robert C. Kassebaum 
Cha!ee Leahy 
Oochran Matsunaga 
Cohen McGovern 
Eagleton Moynihan 
Ford Nunn 

Pell 
Randolph 
Rlblcotr 
Schmitt 
Schweiker 
Stennis 

So Mr. CRANSTON'S amendment (UP 
No. 262) was agreed to. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 
e Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
was unavoidably detained in my · return 
to Washington this morning whlle the 
Senate was debating the Cranston 
amendment to S. 1039, the veterans' 
grants program bill. Had I been present, 
as intended, I would have voted for Sen
ator CRANSTON's amendment. I ask that 
this statement appear in the RECORD im
mediately following the vote on that 
amendment.• 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I yield 
5 minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from Maine. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator suspend momentarily, untll the 
Senate comes to order, The Senate will 
be in order. 

The Senator from Maine is recognized. 
Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I rise 

to take a few minutes at the outset to 
indicate my support of the Veterans' Af
fairs Committee and its distinguished 
chairman. Senator CRANSTON, against 
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the Humphrey amendment, which I un
derstand will be offered today. 

Unfortunately, I cannot be in the Sen
ate Chamber immediately after 12 
o'clock, and the Senator from California 
has been good enough to yield me a few 
minutes now. 

First of all, Mr. President, I empha
size that no member of this party is more 
committed or more devoted to the inter
ests and welfare of our Nation's veterans 
than is the distinguished Senator from 
California (Mr. CRANSTON). 

As chairman of the Budget Commit
tee, on which he served until he was 
forced to leave because of our rules with 
respect to multiple committee member
ship, I was in a position to observe his 
performance as chairman of the Vet
erans' Committee. Within the Budget 
Committee and on the Senate fioor, he 
always placed the highest priority along
side the needs of our Nation's veterans. 

I emphasize that at the outset, because 
there is great temptation, with· respect 
to issues involving veterans and other 
groups which are organized across the 
country, to conclude that all their needs 
are of the same priority levels. 

Mr. President, as the Senate has made 
clear in its official actions this year, we 
live and serve in a time when budget 
austerity across the board is a high 
priority. However, true budget austerity 
requires not only that we eliminate 
waste from the budget but also that we 
apply a discriminating test against 
priorities of varying importance. 

If we are truly to achieve a balanced 
budget in 1981-and that is a commit
ment of this Senate and of this Con
gress-we must be willing to distinguish 
between high-priority needs and low
priority needs; and that is precisely what 
the Veterans' Committee has sought to 
do with respect to those provisions of the 
pending bill to which the Humphrey 
amendment wlll address itself. 

It is for that reason I am more than 
happy to support the Veterans' Com
mittee and its distinguished chairman 
in this effort to insure that high-prior
ity needs of the veterans are protected 
and that low-priority needs are reduced 
in order to meet them. 

It is for that reason, Mr. President, 
that I rise in opposition to the amend
ment to be offered by the distinguished 
Senator from New Hampshire, my 
neighbor, Senator HUMPHREY. 

In brief, the Humphrey amendment, as 
I understand it, proposes to delete pro
visions in the reported bill which would 
achieve approximately $38 million in 
savings from non-service-connected 
benefits and provide additional health
care personnel for VA hospitals. These 
savings were recommended by the Presi
dent as well as the Veterans' Affairs 
Committee. 

As every Senator knows, Congress last 
month adopted a very tight budget plan 
which will reduce the deficit sharply 
in fiscal year 1980 in order to make pos
sible the balanced budget in fiscal year 
1981. 

As chairman of the Budget Commit
tee I can attest to the long and diffi
cult road to be traveled between that 
initial budget plan and the reality of 

the balanced budget. There are still 
many hurdles to clear. 

The economy must slow down but not 
too much or too fast. 

The public must accept some belt 
tightening if in.fiation is to be brought 
under control and if we are to weather 
our current energy problems without se
rious disruptions. 

But above all, Congress must demon
strate leadership of the kind demon
strated by Senator CRANSTON and his 
committee through its w1llingness to 
curb Federal spending. 

It must work hard to eliminate unnec
essary spending-spending that no 
longer serves a useful purpose. 

But it must work even harder to elim
inate spending that does serve a useful 
purpose, but which is of a lower priority 
than other spending. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 5 
minutes yielded to the Senator from 
Maine have expired. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I yield an addition
al 2 minutes to the Senator from Maine. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Maine is recognized for an ad
ditional 2 minutes. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, such 
spending reductions are painful, but sac
rifices have to be made in all areas of 
the Federal Government in order to get 
the budget under control. 

The Veterans• Affairs Committee has 
demonstrated this willingness. In this 
bill, the committee proposes a reduction 
in certain veterans• health benefits 
which the committee, as well as the 
President, has found to be of lower prior
ity than other benefits. The committee 
has not said that these benefits do not 
serve a useful purpose. It is simply 
taking the position that in times of tight 
budgetary resources, these benefits are 
of a lower priority and can be eliminated 
without destroying the essential char
acter of any Federal program. 

I applaud the Veterans• Affairs Com
mittee for its courage and responsibility. 
It is setting an example for all other 
committees of the Senate. It is showing 
the American people-especially those 
in States which would mandate a bal
anced Federal budget-that Congress 
can make hard choices to reduce spend
ing. 

Mr. President, here is a test for all of 
us in the Senate as well as the members 
of the committee. It is not easy to take 
the leadership in establishing this kind 
of policy, this kind of budgetary pru
dence. It is much easier to say yes to all 
those who press us for increases in Fed
eral spending. 

Mr. President, unless we as a body are 
willing to follow the leadership of com
mittees which make such discriminating 
and prudent decisions as the Veterans' 
Affairs Committee has in this case, unless 
we are willing to follow them in these 
situations where we are pressured hard 
by constituents back home to go a differ
ent course, we will never achieve a bal
anced budget. 

You and I can identify many, many 
groups in this country that are organized 
to bring pressure upon Congress. But if 
we cannot set an example of willingness 
to say we can go just so far with respect 

to the Federal Treasury and no further, 
we will never achieve a balance budget. 

We set the balanced budget goal this 
spring, Mr. President, and I urge the 
Senate to begin demonstrating today its 
commitment to that goal in the only way 
that counts: by voting to hold spending 
down in an intelligent, priority-oriented 
way. 

Again I congratulate my friend from 
California, Senator CRANSTON, for his 
devotion to the real interests of the vet
eran as well as his devotion to the eco
nomic needs of the country. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Maine has expired. 

The Senator from California. 
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I 

thank the Senator from Maine very much 
for his very strong and very helpful 
statement. 

No support could mean more to these 
efforts to provide priorities in meeting 
the needs of the veterans. We have many 
needs for those who have service-con
nected and non-service-connected dis
bilities but priority should certainly go 
to those who have service-connected 
needs, some of them very great, and the 
effort underway now by the committee is 
to insure that those needs are the ones 
that are met first. 

I thank the Senator very much. 
I thank him also for coming to the 

fioor at this time to speak briefiy. I know 
he has to leave Capitol Hill briefly now 
and will not be present at a more appro
priate time when the Humphrey amend
ment is being debated, presuming it 
will be offered. I thank him very much 
for coming to the floor at this time and 
making a statement. 

AMENDMENT NO. 206 

(Purpose: To delete provisions in title II 
amending existing law with respect to 
travel expenses, dental care, and reim
bursement for drugs, medicines, a.nd medi· 
cal supplies) 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
have a printed amendment at the desk 
which I call up and ask that the clerk 
state. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. 

HUMPHREY) proposed amendment num· 
bered 206. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
on page 5, beginning with line 5, strike 

out all down through line 25 on page 7. 
On page 8, line 1, strike out "SEc. 202" and 

insert in lieu thereof "SEC. 201." 
strike out all down through line 9 on page 

On pa.ge 11, beginning with line 13, 
strike out all down through line 9 page 13. 

On page 13, line 10, strike out "SEc. 205,. 
and insert in lieu thereof "SEc. 202". 

on pa.ge 13, line 15, strike out "Szc. 206" 
and insert in lieu thereof "SEc. 203". 

On pa.ge 14, beginning with line 20, strike 
out all down through line 22 on pa.ge 16 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

"SEc. 204. The amendments made by this 
ti•tle shall ta.ke effect on October 1, 1979.". 
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Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I ask 

unannnous consent that the follow1ng 
Members of the Senate be added as co
sponsors of my amendment, the distin
guished Senator from Florida <Mr. 
STONE) , the distinguished senator from 
Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER), the distin
guished Senator from South Dakota 
(Mr. PRESSLER), and the distinguished 
Senator from New Hampshire <Mr. 
DuRKIN). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Chair at this time asks the Sena
tor from New Hampshire: Is this the 
amendment on which the Senator plans 
to utilize 2 hours of his time? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator may proceed. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Thank you, Mr. 

President. 
Mr. President, I begin by commending 

the chairman of the Veterans' Affairs 
Committee and its members for making a 
sincere e:ffort to mandate proper staffing 
levels in our veterans' hospitals. Nothing 
could be more commendable. I certainly 
support them in that e:ffort. I am not op
posed to that at all. 

I think it is a shame that the admin
istration-and let us face it, this is an 
administration e:ffort in here today-in 
past years has shifted funds around, 
funds that were intended to provide for 
adequate staffing levels in VA hospitals 
but which were used for other purposes. 
I think that is very unfortunate indeed. 

But, as I said earlier, Mr. President, the 
essence of what is going on here, the es
sence of this administration's move, is to 
cut existing veterans' benefits and bene
fits which are highly valued, I might say, 
as evidenced by the very strong support 
of the major veterans' organizations for 
my amendinent. 

Mr. President, the Senate today is con
sidering an important measure, one 
which will affect veterans all over this 
country. Many of the provisions in S. 
1039 are commendable and will work to 
the better health of our Nation's veter
ans. I refer specifically to the chiroprac
tory section, which will provide an essen
tial service to veterans. 

However, S. 1039 also contains three 
sections which will have a detrimental 
effect on veterans' health. These three 
provisions reduce existing benefits. My 
amendment simply deletes these benefit
cutting sections. 

The veterans' organizations are strong
ly supporting my amendment. The 
American Legion, the Disabled American 
Veterans, and the Veterans of Foreign 
Wars, all oppose the benefit-cutting pro
visions of S. 1039. Clearly, veterans op
pose this proposed reduction in existing 
veterans' benefits. · 

Let me explain what these three pro
visions are, and why they will be dam
aging to the health of veterans. 

The first cut proposed is that in the 
area of travel reimbursement. Currently, 
a needy veteran who files a certificate 
of need showing that he or she is unable 
to defray the cost is eligible for travel 
reimbursement from the VA for travel to 
VA facilities. 

The amendment which senator CRAN
STON succeeded in passing a moment ago 
somewhat softens the harsh cuts in the 
bill as it was reported out of the com
mittee. To be sure that is the case. Nev
ertheless, my amendment would restore 
these benefits entirely. 

To return once again to the issue of 
travel reimbursement, the cuts mean 
that a needy veteran who may be a fre
quent user of VA facilities would have 
to pay out up to $100 a year. The ad
ministration has a special provision for 
those who are especially needy-that is, 
those single veterans making approxi
mately $3,900 a year or less will still re
ceive those benefits-but those veterans 
who have an income greater than that, 
those who have the princely income of 
$4,000, will see existing benefits cut. 

The figure for a married veteran is 
approximately $5,100. The administra
tion is saying, "You are making so much 
money you are one who falls under what 
Senator MusKIE called a moment ago a 
low-category priority. And we are going 
to do away with the existing benefits." 

I suggest it is very unfair and a bad 
precedent to set. 

A second cut proposed by S. 1039 is 
in the area of over-the-counter drugs. 
Currently, the veteran who files a cer
tificate of need showing that he or she 
is unable to defray the cost is eligible for 
free nonprescription drugs at the VA 
pharmacy. S. 1039 limits this important 
benefit to pensioned veterans only. I feel 
that this provision will deny this benefit 
unfairly to veterans who are financially 
needy, yet slightly above the pension 
level of $3,900 for a single veteran. This 
denial of an existing benefit is wrong, 
and will be an unfair burden on many 
needy veterans. My amendment deletes 
this provision from S. 1039. 

A third area where S. 1039 proposes a 
cut is in the area of dental care. Cur
rently, a serviceman who is discharged 
honorably or generally has 1 year in 
which to apply for free dental care at 
an outpatient facility. S. 1039 cuts this 
period to 6 months. 

Now, this is a symbolic cut, not a sub
stantive cut. It will save very little money. 
Veterans will simply use this benefit early 
rather than late. The cut is symbolic, 
then, because it is demonstrative of an 
attitude of "let's start cutting back on 
veterans' benefits." My amendment de
letes this section, keeping this dental 
benefit at its current status. 

I would say to my colleagues that vet
erans have earned these benefits. Veter
ans deserve these benefits. and I ask my 
colleagues not to betray the trust that 
veterans have placed in our hands. 

I am a strong battler for a balanced 
budget. Mr. President, I ran on the pledge 
that I would be the toughest skinflint in 
the U.S. Senate, doing my utmost to take 
away that honor from Senator HARRY F. 
BYRD, JR., who held it last year. As a 
matter of fact, in the Veterans' A1fairs 
Committee I voted against new benefits 
saying that this is not the time, because 
of our precarious financial situation, for 
new benefits. 

But I maintain staunchly, Mr. Presi
dent, that if we order our priorities prop-

erly, we can a:fford to maintain existing 
benefits. How can you argue against 
that? We spend $11 billion or $12 billion 
for CETA. If we can spend tens of thou
sands of dollars in Lorton Reformatory 
to train criminals to be plumbers when 
they are not eligible for parole until the 
year 2000, if we have money for that, but 
somehow we do not have money to keep 
our pledge to veterans, that is wrong. 

If we can spend hundreds of millions 
of dollars overseas to foreign nations in 
the way of foreign assistance, much of 
it very ungratefully received, then we can 
spend this money for the veterans. We 
have got money to do that. But we do 
not have enough money to keep the faith, 
keep our pledges to veterans. 

It does not make sense to me, Mr. 
President, and I will not be accused of 
being a spendthrift. I intend to be the 
toughest skinflint in the U.S. Senate or 
I will die trying, but I believe veterans' 
benefits are not the place to make the 
cut. Heaven knows there are much bet
ter places, and places much more deserv
ing, and I certainly appreciate very 
highly the support of my colleagues on 
this amendment. 

Mr. President, the managers of this 
bill sent each of the Members a "Dear 
Colleague" letter that stated that my 
amendment would undercut e:fforts to 
"reorder VA health care priorities." In
deed, this letter states that the benefit
cutting provisions of S. 1039 are in the 
best interests of the Nation's veterans. 

I ask, then, why does the American 
Legion support my amendment? The 
American Legion, which represents sev
eral million veterans nationwide, even 
goes so far as to state that if the Hum
phrey amendment is defeated here to
day, the Legion must oppose S. 1039. 

If the benefit-cutting provisions of 
S. 1039 are in the best interests of the 
Nation's veterans, why would the Vet
erans of Foreign Wars support my 
amendment to delete these provisions? 

If the benefit-cutting provisions of 
S. 1039 are in the best interests of the 
Nation's veterans, why does the Dis
abled American Veterans organization 
support the Humphrey amendment? 

If the benefit-cutting provisions of 
S. 1039 are in the best interests of the 
Nation's veterans, why does the Para
lyzed· Veterans of America organization 
support my amendment? 

I think it is clear that these fine, dis
tinguished organizations have the best 
interests of the Nation's veterans in 
mind when they support my amendment 
to delete these benefit-cutting provisions. 

I think it is a matter of more than 
passing interest that they have taken a 
great deal of interest in this bill, a great 
deal of interest in my amendment, and 
are watching closely. 

It comes down to a question of whether 
we are going to cut existing benefits, 
whether we are going to honor our 
pledges. 

In effect, the administration has 
stated that if we will accede to these 
cuts in existing benefits, then the ad
ministration will agree to properly staff 
VA hospitals. That is called givptg with 
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one hand and taking away with the 
other, and it is a pretty bad deal. 

In the first place, VA hospitals ought 
to be staffed properly without any con
ditions, without any deals, good or bad. 
That is just the way it ought to be, 
and that is the way I feel. 

I think this is a bad deal to trade-off 
ex~~t.ing benefits on the promise that we 
will get something, the veterans will get 
something they deserve in the first place. 

I reserve the remainder of my time, 
Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
BAUCUS). Who yields time? 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I 
yield to the Senator from Oklahoma such 
time as he may need on this amendment. 

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, it is 
with some reluctance that I rise in op
position to the amendment by the dis
tinguished Senator from New Hamp
shire, and I do it primarily on budgetary 
grounds. 

This year, as every Member of the 
Senate knows, we are facing a very tight 
budget, and it is essential that we pursue 
all reasonable and equitable savings that 
we can find. The Veterans' Committee, 
which is quite aware of this need, has 
reviewed its priorities and reported a 
bill which has cost-savings in areas of 
low priority, and where abuses are often 
found. In my opinion, they have been 
very judicious in the savings they have 
recommended. They certainly have not 
taken a meat-ax approach, and this is 
a savings measure which I believe the 
full Senate should support. 

The limitations on travel, drug, and 
dental benefits found in this bill affect 
only-and I want to emphasize the 
point, affect only-non-service-connect
ed or noncompensable disabilities. The 
veterans with service-connected disabil
ities will still receive full benefits, as 
under current law. The veteran on a 
pension, or who meets the income stand
ards, will be required to pay a maximum 
of $100 per year in travel costs and will 
still receive, free of charge, any over
the-counter, nonprescription drugs he 
or she might need. 

In addition, this bill grants the Ad
ministrator flexibility to deal with the 
unusual nonprescription drug needs of 
any veteran, regardless of income. Thus, 
the savings from this bill will come 
from pruning benefits to the nonneedy 
veterans. 

Mr. President, I intend to support S. 
1039, but I would like to make clear a 
few reservations I have on the VA staff
ing issue raised by this bill. I am con
cerned about the increase in VA health 
care staff in light of a 1977 National 
Academy of Sciences study which found, 
nationwide, there are adequate VA 
health care personnel for the patients 
being treated. 

I ask unanimous consent that excerpts 
from this study be included at the con
clusion of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. BELLMON. This NAS study found 

Unt;v~;;ll work.~.oads between and within 
hospitals, inappropriate criteria for al
locating·staff, and inadequate utilization 

of allied health professionals, such as 
nurse practitioners, physicians' assist
ants, and dental hygienists. Before we 
grant increases in health care stafi, we 
should make sure the existing staffing 
levels are being used efliciently. I urge 
the Veterans' Affairs Committee to re
view carefully the present allocations of 
VA health care staff and the V A's proce
dures for managing these staff resources 
in light of the National Academy of 
Sciences report. As a member of the Ap
propriations Committee, I will also seek 
to assure careful attention to this mat
ter. 

Again, Mr. President, I must say that I 
oppose the amendment by Senator 
HuMPHREY because I feel the savings 
which are possible in the bill as it has 
come from the committee make good 
sense. They do not in any way diminish 
the benefits to veterans with service
connected disabilities, nor do they di
minish benefits to veterans who can meet 
the income test. The small savings that 
will result from this bill are going to 
come by pruning benefits to the non
needy veterans who can very well pay the 
small additional cost that this bill would 
anticipate. 

EXHIBIT 1 

EXCERPI' FROM STUDY OF HEALTH CARE FOR 
AMERICAN VETERANS 

A report prepared by the National Acad
emy of Sciences National Research Coun
cil, submitted to the Committee on Veter
ans' Affairs, U.S. Senate, July 7, 1977, pgs. 
272-273. 

STAFF 

Systemwide, the numbers of nurses and 
supporting patient-care personnel on acute 
medical and surgical bed sections in VA 
hospitals are adequate for the patients being 
treated. But there is uneven distribution of 
such staff in relation to workload, both 
among hospitals and within individual 
hospitals (Chapter 5). Nurses are particu
larly affected by this problem: some units 
are understaffed, others overstaffed. The un
even distribution apparently stems mainly 
from the criteria used in allocating staff, 
which assume that patient-care require
ments in all acute-medical and surgical bed 
sections are similar. In fact, the Committees 
found very large differences in patient-care 
requirements among and within hospitals 
in the same type of units. The variation is 
due to differences in admission and reten
tion practices. But the differences in num
bers of staff among patient-care units are 
not correlated with these differences in re
quirements. 

More staff is provided for patient care in 
the psychiatric units of general hospitals 
than in psychiatric hospitals. As a result, on 
the average, about 5 times as much planned 
treatment time per week is provided by pro
fessionals (psychiatrists, psychologists, so
cial workers, registered nurses to ~ychiatric 
patients in general hospitals as is provided 
by the staff in psychiatric hospitals is suffi
cient to provide only custodial care (Chap
ter 5). 

The VA depends heavily on part-time at
tending staff physicians and on residents 
for its physician services in hospitals that 
provide three-fourths of the medical and 
surgical care and half the psychiatric care 
(as m~asured by numbers of patients treated 
per year). These categories of physicians 
are available as a result of affiliations with 
medical schools . (Chapter 16. ) 

Physician-to-patient ratios vary greatly: 
in the hospita!s studied by the Committee, 
there was a range in the number of staff 

physicians (FTEE) per 100 patients of 6-20, 
and of total physicians (including house
staff), of 6-59. The profes3ional judgments 
of the Committee's site-visitors indicate that 
the quality of care and the adequacy of phy
sician staffing are not well correlated. Thus, 
in the sample of 21 general hospitals, six 
clinical services were rated as providing care 
of inadequate quality, but only two of these 
were considered to be inadequately staffed 
with physicians. Among 38 services deemed 
to be adequate in quality of care, 18 were 
thought to have inadequate numbers of 
physicians. Three of 11 services judged to 
be providing care of outstanding quality 
were rated inadequate in physician staffing. 
{Chapter 9.) 

In the long-term nursing-care-unit.s---'both 
nursing homes and intermediate-care units
staffing of nursing personnel was found to 
vary considerably. J.n general, the inter
mediate-care units are less adequately 
staffed than the nursing homes. The Com
mittee found that the amounts of nursing 
staff available were not well correlated with 
differences in workload. As was found to be 
the case in the acute-care units, the staffing 
allocation criteria used for the long-term 
nursing-care units are not adequately sensi
tive to differences in staffing requirements 
among units (Chapter 14). Compared with 
staffing found in an i?lustrative good-quailty 
private nursing home, the VA nursing home 
units on the average appear to be adequately 
staffed. 

VA dental staffing is clearly inadequate to 
treat all eligible veterans who require den
tal treatment, but the productivity of VA 
dentists could be improved if more hygien
ists and dental assistants were employed. 
(Chapter 13.) 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I am 
delighted to yield to the Senator from 
Nebraska. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I rise to 
oppose the amendment by our distin
guished colleague from New Hampshire. 
I do so for several reasons, but without 
hesitation at all. 

I recognize that there are some vet
erans organizations which might well 
be supporting the amendment offered in 
good conscience by the Senator from 
New· Hampshire. However, I am also a 
member of the Budget Committee, and 
I follow my majority leader and the 
ranking minority member of the Budget 
Committee in opposing the amendment 
that has been proposed. 

I might well have supported the 
amendment of the Senator from New 
Hampshire had it not been for the 
so-called Cranston compromise that was 
offered and passed here a few moments 
ago, by a substantial majority. 

Mr. President, I am a veteran. I am 
a member of the American Legion. I 
am a lifetime member of the Veterans 
of Foreign wars. I am an honorary 
member of the Pearl Harbor Survivors 
Association; and I am known as a 
defender of veterans' rights. But I also 
recognize and realize, as all veterans 
must realize and recognize, that we are 
in a pinch. 

I would suggest that the compromise 
amendment that was just passed here, 
which I referred to a moment ago, is one 
that assures that service-connected dis
abilities will be properly and fully cared 
for. I would suggest that in times like 
these, where indeed, in some of the 
veterans hospitals, we are having diffi
culty in getting the professionals to be 
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there to care for, particularly, those 
with service-connected disabilities, we 
must consider that the first priority at 
this time. I am not saying that therefore 
the veterans hospitals forever in the 
future should not recognize the needs 
of needy veterans who have disabilities 
that were not directly connected with 
their service to their country. Neverthe
less, I think the compromise that we 
passed here this morning has addressed 
the matter very effectively as the Sen
ate votes on this matter today. 

You know, one of the things I have 
learned in my few short months here 
as a Member of the U.S. Senate is that 
oftentimes there is a great deal of incon
sistency in the votes on the floor of this 
body. When this vote is taken-and I 
suspect that there will be rollcall vote
! will be very much interested to check 
back and see who supports the amend
ment of the Senator from New Hamp
shire, and to compare that vote with a 
vote on this fioor a few weeks ago for 
those who wanted to make a meat-ax 
$29 billion reduction in the budget for 
the next fiscal year. 

Somewhere along the line, we all have 
to recognize and face up to the realities 
of today; and I would suggest that those 
of us who, in good conscience, say that 
one of the things we must do now is 
balance the Federal budget as quickly 
and as responsibly as we can, must resist 
the temptation to support every good 
sounding piece of legislation that comes 
down the pike, regardless of the pres
sures that might be brought to bear on 
us to support such legislation. 

The fact of the matter is that I have 
had some contacts from constituents 
back home in Nebraska who would like 
me to support this amendment. But I 
honestly believe that I am discharging 
my duties to our veterans, for whom I 
am very compassionate, by voting for 
the earlier Cranston amendment, and I 
would urge my colleagues to support 
basically the Budget Committee of the 
Senate and basically the Veterans' Af
fairs Committee of Senate by voting 
down the Humphrey amendment, recog
nizing that it does have some appeal in 
representing certain segments of our 
society. 

Everything we do in this body is a 
matter of balance and legitimate and 
honest compromise. I believe the Cran
ston amendment addresses this matter 
as well it can be addressed for this 
particular session. 

I thank the Chair, and I thank the 
Senator from California. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Nebraska very 
much for his very heartful contribution 
to this discussion. I am very grateful to 
him, as I am also to the Senator from 
Oklahoma <Mr. BELLMON), whose state
ments, in concert with that of the chair
man of the Budget Committee <Mr. 
MusKIE), have been most helpful as in
dicating the necessity not only to bal· 
ance the budget, but also to establish 
some priorities. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the 
distinguished ranking minority member 
of the Budget Committee (Mr. BELLMON) 
used a term I have heard used several 
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times in this discussion: The term "non- Mr. President, I reserve the remainder 
needy veterans." of my time. 

Perhaps that term deserves definition. Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, we on 
Under the administration's budget-cut- the Committee on Veterans' Affairs and 
ting proposal, "nonneedy" is essentially in the Congress have, in the past, been 
defined, in the case of single veterans, as frustrated in our efforts to meet one of 
anyone making $3,900 or more, or, in the our top priorities-a.ssuring adequate 
case of anyone with a dependent, a staffing of VA health care facilities. The 
married man, $5,100. Anyone making fiscal year 1979 HOD-Independent Agen
above those princely salaries is desig- cies Appropriations Act, Public Law 95-
nated by the administration as non- 392, included an appropriation of $54.7 
needy. million more for the VA's medical care 

I disagree with that definition, and I account than the administration had re
do not think we ought to be taking bene- quested in its fiscal year 1979 budget. In
fits away from individuals who need eluded within that increase was an 
them so much. We are not talking about amount, $32.3 million, intended to fore
highly successful businessmen making stall the need to divert VA medical care 
$30,000 or $40,000 a year. They do not go staff from existing facilities to staff the 
to veterans' hospitals. We are talking activation of previously approved facil
about some of those who may be less ities which were to come on line in fiscal 
fortunate. year 1979. VA witnesses at a January 25, 

Two or three weeks ago we commemo- 1979, hearing on other legislation testi
rated Memorial Day. We recently com- fled that, instead of allowing those funds 
memorated the Vietnam veterans, who to be used for the purpose intended, the 
have not been held in such high regard administration had required that the 
as they may deserve. Probably 90 percent funds be used to defray the costs of the 
of the Members of the Senate made October 1978 pay raise for VA employees 
speeches during those periods, using lofty paid under the medical care account. In 
words and thoughts to evoke sentiment fact, the VA was required to absorb $98.3 
and patriotism. million of the costs of the October 1978 

Well, here is the nitty-gritty: Here is pay raise by means of reductions in the 
our chance to keep the faith. Speaking of operations of VA health care programs, 
keeping the faith, I recall from one of reductions which have exacerbated the 
my own Memorial Day speeches a few . difficulties that VA health care programs 
lines from John McCrae's beautiful poem are now experiencing in trying to accom
"In Flanders Field." The lines are these: modate themselves to stringent person

To you from falllng hands we throw 
The torch; be yours to hold it high. 
I! you break faith with us who die 

We shall not sleep .... 

Are we going to break the faith with 
those who gave up their lives in the 
defense of their freedom? What do they 
mean by "faith?" They mean, of course, 
keeping the country free, so that their 
sacrifice will not have been in vain; but 
they also mean honoring not only them
selves, but those veterans whom God 
spared, those who are still with us today. 

"Keep the faith." Do we do that by 
cutting benefits when we do not have to, 
when cuts could easily be made in much 
more wasteful areas? Not in my opinion. 

The dist-inguished chairman of the 
Veterans' Affairs Committee and his able 
assistant, the ranking minority member 
of Veterans' Affairs Committee, have cir
culated several "Dear Colleague" letters. 
In one of them, on page 2, they contend 
that the provisions of the bill were care
fully designed by the committee so that 
abusive and unnecessary costs would be 
curbed. 

Well, no doubt there are abuses. There 
are always a few bad apples in every 
barrel. But are we going to punish every
one for the sins of the few? If there are 
abuses, it is an administration problem, 
and it ought to be handled on that basis. 

As to the terms "unnecessary costs," 
in whose view are these costs unneces
sary? Certainly not in the view of the 
veterans. Not in my view. These are 
necessary costs; these are honorable 
costs; these are just costs. I regret very 
much the negativism of the administra
tion's attempt to portray these benefits 
as unnecessary, unneeded, and deserving 
of elimination. 

nel resource limitations. 
That choice of using money appropri

ated by Congress for more staff to give 
more adequate medical aid to veterans in 
our hospitals, using that money instead 
for pay raises, lies at the heart of the 
problem we are wrestling with today on 
the Senate floor. 

That disposition of the $55 million 
congressional add-on, is, as I have re
peatedly stressed to the administration, 
a matter of major controversy and is 
viewed by many as a "back door" rescis
sion, inconsistent with the Impoundment 
Control Act of 1974. 

At the same time, the administration 
has placed other stringent limitations in 
fiscal year 1979 on personnel ceilings in 
the VA's Department of Medicine and 
Surgery, resulting in cutbacks in the 
provision of needed health services. This 
situation will almost certainly grow sub
stantially worse under the administra
tion's proposed budget for fiscal year 
1980. 

In order to stay within current admin
istration limitations for VA programs for 
fiscal year 1979, the VA indicates that it 
will employ 3,273 full-time-equivalent 
employees-FTEE's-fewer under the 
medical care account than contemplated 
by the fiscal year 1979 appropriations 
measure and will further reduce the 
number of VA medical care employees 
by 443 FTEE's in fiscal year 1980. These 
reductions are being implemented de
spite the fact that new activations in 
fiscal year 1979 will require approxi
mately 1,500 more FTEE's in fiscal year 
1979. 

In fiscal year 1980, additional new ac
tivations will require approximately 1,600 
more FTEE's. Under the administra-
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tion's budget for fiscal year 1980, the 
personnel resources for these previously 
approved and initiated activations are to 
be acquired from existing facilities. 
Thus, the VA's fiscal year 1980 budget 
documents state: 

Activation of new !acllities in fiscal year 
1980 or in the future will require staffing 
that, in effect, will be derived from the man
aged reduction of employment within exist
ing facilities. • • • The reductions of em
ployment thus estimated for existing faclli
ties amount to 1,650 FTEE's in fiscal year 
1980. 

Thus, Mr. President, despite the very 
clear, express congressional intent to the 
contrary, VA health care personnel are 
being spread progressively thinner, and 
there is cause for genuine concern both 
for the quality of VA care and for the 
capacity of the system to provide the 
services which are projected for fiscal 
years 1979 and 1980. 

We strongly believe that this process 
of "robbing Peter to pay Paul" is unac
ceptable and has already begun to im
pair the quality and availability of VA 
health care. Since merely appropriating 
the funds to provide the needed staff has 
not worked, the pending measure pro
poses another way to deal with the staff
ing problem-by shifting funds from 
low-priority programs to the high-pri
ority staffing need for new VA health 
care activations. This approach also 
serves our national goals of restraining 
Federal spending and helping to balance 
the budget as part of the effort to fight 
inftation by assuring that, to the extent 
possible, adequate staffing is achieved 
in a way that does not involve an in
crease in overall spending levels. 

To accomplish this, the pending 
measure would do two things: First, it 
would place limitations on certain ex
penditures for purposes which are not 
central to the VA health-care mission. 
These limitations tightening up on eligi
bility for non-service-connected travel 
reimbursements, nonprescription drugs, 
medicines, and supplies for outpatient 
care of non-service-connected veterans, 
and free postservice outpatient dental 
care for noncompensable dental condi
tions-have been carefully designed so 
that abuses and unnecessary costs would 
be curbed and that no truly needy vet
eran would be denied ne~essary health 
care or access to such care. Second, the 
bill would apply the cost savings result
ing from these economies to restore bad
ly needed staffing to VA health care fa
cilities. The mechanism for achieving 
this realinement is to condition the en
try into actual effect, and the continuing 
legal effect, of the three cost-savings 
provisions the VA being provided the 
authority to employ in its health care 
system not less than the number of em
ployees contemplated by appropriation 
acts. 

The amendment of the Senator from 
New Hampshire <Mr. HuMPHREY), how
ever, would totally strike the provisions 
for increased VA hospital staffing and 
cost-savings and thus completely under
cut our efforts to reorder VA health care 
priorities so as to make economies where 

indicated and to provide more · adequate 
staffing for VA health care facilities. 

Mr. President, as indicated previously, 
we believe strongly that in these times 
of fiscal austerity even programs of the 
high priority traditionally and properly 
afforded for veterans should be subject 
to some belt tightening to squeeze out 
unnecessary spending and to assign pri
orities in the use of scarce VA resources. 
And we firmly believe that the reorder
ing of priorities that this bill would 
achieve is truly in the best interests of 
our Nation's veterans. 

Mr. President, I would like briefty to 
explain the purposes and effects of the 
cost-savings provisions now in the bill 
that the pending amendment proposes to 
strike. First, with respect to the proposed 
limitations on beneficiary travel reim
bursement, under current law as 
amended in 1976 by legislation that orig
inated in this body, a veteran with no 
service-connected disability is generally 
entitled to reimbursement for travel and 
related expenses in traveling to and 
from a VA health care facility only if 
he or she has been determined, based 
on his or her annual declaration and 
certification, to be unable to defray the 
expenses of such travel. 

That restriction on travel reismburse
ment was added because of the rapid 
increase in beneficiary travel that had 
occurred over the preceding several 
years and the decision by OMB that 
further increases in the use of travel 
benefits would have to be absorbed with
in the VA's already strained medical 
program budget. 

For various reasons, however, the 1976 
law changes have not operated as a ma
jor factor to restrain beneficiary travel 
costs. Expenditures for this purpose 
were $54 million in fiscal year 1977, $61.8 
million for fiscal year 1978, and are esti
mated to be $65.2 million for the current 
fiscal year. Let me stress, Mr. President, 
that this is not money being paid for 
health care. It is for traveling. 

The committee thus saw existing law 
as not adequate to carry out the 1976 
purpose of limiting travel reimburse
ments to non-service-connected VA 
beneficiaries who are truly unable to de
fray the cost of such travel expenses. 

Mr. President, as an alternative ap
proach, therefore, S. 1039 would provide 
a fixed, workable standard of need for 
purposes of eligibility for reimburse
ment of beneficiary travel expenses for 
non-service-connected disabled veterans 
by limiting eligibility to those veterans 
who are receiving a VA pension under 
section 521 of title 38 or who meet the 
applicable income standard for receipt 
of such a pension. The applicable finan
cial need test-far more generous than 
under any other Federal or State need
based income maintenance program
would be $3,902 per year for a single 
veteran and $5,112 for a veteran with 
one dependent-plus $660 for each ad
ditional dependent-and $6,243 for a 
single veteran in need of aid and attend
ance, with similar increases for de
pendents. Reimbursement by the VA to 
such a veteran in a fiscal year would 
be limited under the pending measure 
in such a way as to require only that 

the veteran who has no service-con
nected disability bear a reasonable por
tion of the total costs in order to re
ceive free medical care from the VA. 

Mr. President, I wish to emphasize 
two critical aspects of this provision. 
First, the limitations on reimbursement 
would not apply to any veteran who has 
a compensable service-connected dis
ability--even when the care that he or 
she is receiving is for a non-service-con
nected disability; and, second, the com
mittee bill would provide that even non
service-connected veterans would be 
fully reimbursed, as under current law, 
for the expenses of travel that, for 
medical reasons, is undertaken by am
bulance, other emergency vehicle, or 
other special vehicular mode. 

Mr. President, the amendment al
ready adopted today on this issue is de
signed to overcome some difficulties that 
have come to light since the bill was 
reported. We have now amended the bill 
to take into account the problems that 
might have been encountered under the 
$25 deductible and $75 copayment pro
vision in the reported bill by veterans 
having to travel substantial distances 
between their homes and VA hospitals. 
The pending measure thus now provides 
that once the veteran pays $4 for a par
ticular trip, the VA will pay the rest of 
the cost of that trip, and that; if any 
veteran pays out $100 in a particular 
year under this system, the VA will pay 
all the rest of the costs of beneficiary 
travel. 

With respect to the provision concern
ing care for service-connected, noncom
pensable-that is, zero-rated-dental 
conditions that are unrelated to service 
trauma, recently discharged veterans 
are now eligible for VA outpatient den
tal treatment for those conditions if 
they apply at any time within 1 year 
after discharge from active duty, re
gardless of the ·duration of active duty 
service. 

However, it seems highly improbable 
that an individual whose service was 
limited to only a few days' or months' 
duration could develop dental conditions 
of a nontraumatic nature--generally 
cavities-such that the VA should as
sume responsibility for providing com
prehensive dental care services, which 
average $660 per beneficiary. Let me 
repeat that, $660 for each veteran pa
tient. Moreov~r. the full year given the 
potential beneficiary to apply clearly 
seems too long because dental condi
tions totally unrelated to military serv
ice could well develop during that post
service period and the substantial, 
additional costs of treatment for such 
conditions are not properly the respon
sibility of the Federal Government. 

Thus, Mr. President, the pending 
measure would authorize dental care for 
such a veteran only if he or she had 
served on ac:tive duty for at least 180 
days and then makes application for 
treatment within 6 months after dis
charge. 

The amendment of the Senator from 
New Hampshire <Mr. HuMPHREY) pro
poses the deletion of this provision on 
the grounds that a veteran who has 
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served his country should not be denied 
an existing benefit. 

Mr. President, the Senator's opposi
tion is ill-founded. This provision is 
prospective in effect and would not deny 
a benefit to any existing veteran. Ali
I repeat, all-veterans who were dis
charged during the year prior to the 
enactment date of this legislation would 
retain eligibility for this benefit and 
would have the full year from date of 
discharge in which to apply. 

With respect to those discharged after 
the date of enactment, I submit that this 
provision treats those persons fairly and 
would make adequate provision for the 
care of dental conditions that can ra
tionally be considered to have resulted 
from service without allowing VA health 
resources to be spent unwisely. I am 
convinced that we just cannot affort to 
refuse to make fully justified economies 
in this area when the funds that could 
be saved are so badly needed to provide 
more adequate staffing for sick and dis
abled veterans-for veterans with serv
ice-connected disabilities who will suffer 
due to inadequate staffing in VA hos
pitals if the Humphrey amendment is 
adopted. 

Finally, Mr. President, with respect to 
the provision regarding the furnishing 
of nonprescription drugs, medicines, and 
supplies in connection with outpatient 
care for non-service-connected disabil
ities, VA witnesses testified before our 
committee that the routine provision of 
such products as aspirin, cough syruns, 
and antacids for minor symptoms .,.cpre
sented a considerable expense to the VA 
health-care system. For example, non
prescription analgesic~-primarily as
pirin-account for approximately 12.4 
percent-nearlv $2 million annually-of 
the nonprescription products presently 
being provided to veterans receiving out
patient care. 

The committee bill would establish 
new criteria for the provision of out
patient nonprescription drugs, medicines, 
and supplies for the treatment of non
service-connected disabilities. It would 
limit the provision of such products for 
non-service-connected disabilities to 
veterans who are receiving a pension un
der section 521 of title 38 or who meet 
the applicable income standard for re
ceipt of a pension. This is the same fi
nancial need criterion that would be ap
plied by the provision in the bill propos
ing to limit eligibility for beneficiary 
travel reimbursement of non-service
connected veterans. Thus, a veteran 
qualifying for one benefit would auto
matically qualify for the other. 

In addition, the committee bill would 
require the Administrator to establish by 
regulation the conditions under which 
nonprescription drugs, medicines, and 
supplies would be provided to any non
service-connected veteran in order to 
avoid substantial hardship that would 
otherwise result from the extraordinary 
cost to a veteran of obtaining such prod
ucts commercially. 

Mr. President, the Senator from New 
Hampshire, in the statement made in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD when he first 
submitted his amendment on May 22, 
characterized this provision as a "cruel 

betrayal" and a "callous action." In mak
ing these remarks, the Senator has ei
ther forgotten or ignored the fact that, 
under regulations required by the com
mittee bill, nonprescription products 
would be provided to any veteran in or
der to avoid economic hardship. Thus, 
no veteran would suffer economic hard
ship as a result of a condition that would 
require expensive nonprescription prod
ucts or nonprescription products over an 
extended period of time. In light of tne 
pressing need to increase staffing levels 
in the VA health-care system, the mon
eys presently expended to supply phar
macy items such as aspirin and cough 
syrup on a routine basis to non-service
connected veterans, could more effec
tively be used to increase staffing with 
no reduction in the quality of VA health 
care; in ·fact, we believe that the VA's 
ability to provide quality care would be 
enhanced. 

Mr. President, in closing, let me stress 
that the Committee on Veterans' Affairs 
has been receiving increasing numbers 
of complaints from veterans' organiza
tions, individual veterans, and health 
professionals employed by the VA re
garding serious staffing shortages in VA 
health-care facilities and the threat 
posed by such shortages to the quality 
of care provided by VA facilities. Both 
the complaints and the threat to the 
integrity of the VA health-care system 
are genuine and must be addressed as 
our highest priority. Our recent effort to 
assure adequate staffing of VA hospitals 
through the appropriations process has 
been an exercise in futility, and I know 
of no reason to believe-in fact, all in
dications are to the contrary-that, in 
the absence of this legislation, any fu
ture effort to increase the size of the 
overall VA budget to accommodate ad
ditional staffing needs would be success
ful. 

Thus, I firmly believe that it is essen
tial to take this opportunity to pass a 
measure that provides a workable solu
tion to the problem of assuring that the 
staffing needs of the VA health-care sys
tem are met. 

Mr. President, the Humphrey amend
ment seems to be based on the premise 
that Congress has, in the past, been 
infallible in enacting laws creating vet
erans' benefits and that, therefore, those 
laws should never be re-examined, the 
priorities that they reflect should never 
be questioned, and that no benefit-no 
matter how unessential or peripheral to 
the actual needs of veterans-should be 
evaluated to determine whether the 
moneys being spent for it could be put 
to better use to meet more compelling 
needs. Mr. President, I reject that prem
ise. In the pending measure, the Com
mittee on Veterans' Affairs and our floor 
amendment have done precisely what 
my colleague's premise suggests that it 
cannot or should not do, it has care
fully and clearly identified low priority 
areas where scarce moneys can be saved 
and put to far better use to meet a pres
ently critical need. 

Therefore, Mr. President, for all those 
reasons, I urge my colleagues to reject 
the amendment of the Senator from New 
Hampshire: 

Mr. HUMPHREY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New Hampshire. 
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, be

fore the Senator proceeds, may I ask a 
question? 

A number of Senators asked as to the 
time when there might be a vote. This 
morning, some were asking why we 
voted as early as we did on the earlier 
amendment. Would the Senator agree 
by unanimous consent that we set a time 
of 2:30 for a vote on this amendment? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Certainly. I need, 
perhaps, another 10 minutes. Unless the 
distinguished chairman of the Vete:rans' 
Affairs Committee intends to proceed 
further, I will be ready at that point to 
yield back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that a vote be held 
at 2:30 on the pending amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. CRANSTON. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the 

distinguished Senator from California 
brought up the point that with regard 
to the dental benefits which the admin
istration would cut, that this is a pro
spective provision. 

That is quite true. But it is prospec
tive only-only-with regard to the den
tal provisions. It is retroactive with re
gard to the transportation provisions 
and the over-the-counter drugs provi
sion. That is, existing benefits-! re
peat, existing benefits-will be taken 
away. 

We are going to be asking those who 
vote against my amendment, those who 
vote to uphold the administration to ask 
needy veterans to tighten their belts. I 
submit that these needy veterans should 
be the last group to be asked that. 

Again, we are talking about veterans, 
not about veterans who are fabulously 
wealthy, not about veterans who have 
high salaries, but the veterans who use 
the VA hospital and facilities, who gen
erally speaking, are not that well-to-do. 
Then can hardly be described as non
needy. 

Once again, the definition of needy is 
any single veteran making over $3,900; 
any married couple, any veterans, mar
ried or with one dependent, making over 
$5,100, are defined by the administration 
as nonneedy. 

I certainly reject that definition. 
It was mentioned earlier in the ·dis

cussion that it is a bad principle to rob 
Peter to pay Paul. I could not agree 
more. That is why I am opposed to mak
ing a deal with the administration, such 
that if we cut existing benefits they will 
get something they should have anyway, . 
namely, adequately staffed hospitals. 

I am opposed to robbing Peter to pay 
Paul. I think it is a bad provision. If we 
do it this year, what request will they 
have next year, what existing benefits 
will they want to cut in the name of some 
other lofty suggestion? 

When we begin to make bad deals, we 
can only expect to be pressed to make 
other bad deals. 

I say by the way of summary, Mr. 
President, that this is an administration 
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proposal. It was not offered by any Sen
ator on his own. It was offered on behalf 
of the administration, and administra
tion which, in my opinion at least, and 
in the opinion of most veterans groups, 
has clearly established itself as an anti
veteran administration. 

This bill as it stands now, unless my 
amendment passes, cuts existing bene
fits, cuts existing existing travel bene
fits, cuts existing dental benefits, cuts 
existing benefits that provide over-the
counter drugs to our veterans. 

I suggest it is a very bad precedent to 
make this kind of a bad deal. The burden 
of these cuts will fall, basically, on the 
needy, despite the administration's de
scription of them as being non-needy. 

I point out once again that every 
major veterans organization is alarmed 
at and opposed to this administration 
proposal and is fully supporting my 

· amendment to restore the benefits that 
will be cut if my amendment fails. 

I think these veterans, Mr. President, 
see the danger expressed a moment ago 
in making a bad deal. I think it is only 
rational to expect next year the admin
istration will be back with another deal, 
cut these benefits and we will do some
thing else for you, that they ought to 
do in the first place. 

If the distinguished chairman of the 
Veterans' Affairs Committee is willing, 
I would like to pose, without losing my 
right to the floor, two questions to him. 

First, I ask the Senator from Califor
nia, is it not true that a veteran with 
one dependent, making, say, $6,000, will 
be losing certain existing transportation 
benefits? 

Mr. CRANSTON. If he had no service
connected disability and was not receiv
ing aid and attendance for a non-service
connected disability, he would then be 
required simply to pay $4 per trip. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. He would be 
losing a benefit that presently exists. 

Is that not correct? 
Mr. CRANSTON. I did not hear that. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. A veteran in that 

category would be losing a transportation 
reimbursement benefit that presently 
exists. 

Mr. CRANSTON. As to a veteran with 
a non-service-connected disability, he 
would be receiving less assistance. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 
Mr. CRANSTON. But the effort here is 

to insure that veterans with service
connected disabilities do not experience 
a decline in the quality of their medical 
care. 

The consequence of the Senator's 
amendment would be exactly that. 

So he is choosing to preserve travel 
subsidies, of a sort, for non-service
connected veterans, with the situation 
then being that veterans, many of them 
with serious service-connected disabili
ties, will not receive the care they need 
because there would be inadequate staff
ing in veterans hospitals. 
Mr.HUMPHREY.Y~.Bu~ 
Mr. CRANSTON. I am glad the Sena

tor said "yes" because that is the 
consequence. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. The answer, 
essentially, disregarding the staffing 
provision, is "yes" the veteran will be 

losing existing transportation reimburse
ment provisions. 

Not wanting to give my temporary ad
versary the opportunity to make another 
speech, I think I will not ask him the 
second question I had in mind. 

Let me state simply, in conclusion, that 
originally the committee version would 
have saved approximately $36 million. It 
will save less now under the amendment 
adopted some time ago. It will save less 
than $35 million. I do not know what, 
but it will save less than $35 million. 

That is a lot of money, to be sure. But 
measured against the budget next year, 
of what?-$532 billion?-it strikes me we 
are cutting in the wrong place, that there 
are tremendous opportunities to limit 
waste elsewhere. 

This is not waste. These are justifiably 
accorded benefits that ought to be up
held today. 

I hope my colleagues will do so by sup
porting me on my amendment. 

If the chairman of the Veterans' 
Affairs Committee is prepared to yield 
back his time at this point, I am, also. 

Mr. CRANSTON. We are not prepared 
to yield back our time. We will use the 
time we have. There are two other 
amendments before 2:30. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I reserve the re
mainder of my time. 

Mr. President, do I correctly under
stand that Senator CRANSTON. does not 
intend to address this amendment 
further? 

Mr. CRANSTON. I do intend to ad
dress this amendment further. Senator 
SIMPSON is about to do so, as will others. 
When there is nothing more to be said 
on this amendment, when those favoring 
it and those opposed to it have said what 
they wish to say, we can take up other 
amendments and return to this amend
ment at 2:30 for the vote. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I 
yield such time as he may need to the 
Senator from Wyoming <Mr. SIMPSON). 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I in
form my good colleague from New Hamp
shire that I am his temporary adversary 
in this matter, and that I must certainly 
enter the fray at this particular time. 

Let me summarize some of the things 
I have listened to in the debate and make 
a comment or two. 

I preface these remarks with the state
ment that I am a veteran and a lifetime 
member of the VFW. My home post is 
in the wilds of Cody, Wyo., and I am 
proud to serve as a member of that 
body. 

I have followed very closely the pro
posed legislation since it has been pre
sented to the Veterans' Affairs Commit
tee early in my term. I have followed 
closely the hearings. I have followed 
closely the memoranda presented, the 
testimony of veterans, and the testimony 
of witnesses from the Veterans' Admin
istration. So when I hear the statement 
that things have been afoot here which 
would "quietly cut" veterans' benefits, 
undercut the position of veterans in 
America, and turn our backs on the vet
erans of America-those assertions are 
entirely unfounded. 

In the brief review that Senator 
CRANSTON has so ably provided, we have 
learned exactly what happened. Very 
simply sta:ffing funds were diverted from 
VA hospitals and health care facilities 
and used to defray costs of pay raises for 
VA medical personnel. That is what hap
pened-nothing more strange than that, 
which was bizarre enough. 

The adoption of the amendment of the 
Senator from New Hampshire would be 
injurious to the service-connected dis
abled veteran. There is no question about 
that. 

In America, we are blessed with rela
tive wealth, but no unlimited wealth. The 
thing that is most important and which 
should not be forgotten is that veter
ans received more than their share of 
such wealth and have been given ex
traordinary consideration by Congress, 
both past and present, and obviously in 
the future. 

If you were to look at legislation which 
came out of the 95th Congress, you would 
have to refer to it as the Congress of the 
veteran in America. We met every rea
sonable need expressed by veterans' or
ganizations collectively and by veter
ans individually. 

However, one of the problems that we 
must now address is the sta:ffing of new 
Veterans' Administration activations 
within the constraints of uudget neces
sities. Sta:ffing, for new activations are 
not now being funded, and that is the 
issue that we are considering in this 
bill. 

The amendment just adopted provides 
for reasonable travel benefits for non
service-connected veterans receiving out
patient treatment. There is no question 
whatever that we take care of our vet
erans in America. We do that with ap
propriate medical and allied professional 
skill. We do it with counseling and em
ployment assistance. And we do it with 
compassion and with generositY. 

All the cost savings provisions that are 
in this bill, referred to as limitations, 
would not apply in any way to a veteran 
who has a compensable service-con
nected disability. It seems that this con
sideration is being ignored continually
even, of course, when the care they are 
receiving is for non-service-connected 
disabilities. 

We come now to the issue of nonpre
scription drugs. If we observe the testi
mony of witnesses at the hearings, we 
find extensive provisions of analgesics, 
aspirin, antacids, cough syrups, Ace 
bandages to non-service-connected veter
ans in an outpatient capacity. It was 
never intended that the VA provide such 
a service, and it is at a tremendous cost 
to this Government. 

Look briefly at the issue of dental care. 
It certainly cannot be said that we do 
not provide dental care for our veterans 
in VA facilities. We have more than 1,000 
dentists on the payroll of the Federal 
Government who are employed in Vet
erans' Administration facilities. We meet 
every need of the veteran with regard 
to dental care, up through 12 months af
ter discharge. 

In the committee proposal we are rea
sonably imposing a 180-day minimum 
service before such treatment will be 
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provided. AdditionallY we reasonably re
quire that the vetera.n apply for su.ch 
dental treatment withm 180 days of diS
charge. These are not unreasonable lim
itations. Those who need and require 
such care will still receive it. 

The 180-day active service requirement 
is consistent with length-of-service cri
teria for various other types of veterans' 
care to include GI bill benefits and em
ployment assistance. 

Then, of course, we have another re
quirement that will deny such dental 
services where the Department of De
fense provides such services within 90 
days of discharge. In such a situation 
VA dental care would not be necessary. 

It seems to me, as I observe the arena 
about me, that legislation seems to be a 
reaction to problems and never a re
sponse. There is quite a difference in 
these two terms. There are always those 
who will take advantage of a system or a 
program. There are those who will gim
mick the system. That happens in Amer
ica with great regularity. There is always 
fraud afoot. 

The age of the ripoff is here on every 
level. Veterans do it. Those in my pro
fession-lawyers-do it. You name the 
group, and there always will be some 
who are attempting to take unfair ad
vantage of the system. 

The problem is that when we discover 
such actions, we usually react with puni
tive legislation. Fortunately, we have not 
done that in this instance. I think we 
have compassionately made amendments 
to correct some abuses in the system. 
There have been abuses, and we are at
tempting to correct those abuses and at 
the same time provide for better health 
care for our Nation's veterans. 

So when we are accused of turning our 
backs on the plight of the needy veteran 
in an attempt to generate unwarranted 
pressures, I think we in America suffer 
from a disease which I refer to as "com
passion fatigue." We all feel compas
sion, but the pressures of those who 
would use our compassion to thwart gen
uine reform serve only to make it more 
difficult to discern the true needs of our 
veterans. 

However, that is not what has oc
curred in this bill. We have not turned 
otir backs on the needy veteran, the 
poor veteran, the veteran below 
the poverty level. Nor have \ve 
turned our back on the service dis
abled veteran. Such an accusation has a 
hollow ring when we observe the level 
of attention that always has been given 
to our veterans over the course of many, 
many years in this country, and often 
with a strain on our financial resources. 

So I certainly challenge any statement 
that would raise a specter of anti-vet
eran feeling in this body, because I be
lieve that serves only to obscure a debate 
on the merits of our proposals. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, my 
friend from Wyoming stated in his re
marks that the bill as it now stands, 
absent my amendment, would not be 
injurious to disabled veterans. 

One of the groups most acutely in
terested in disabled veterans, the Dis
abled American Veterans. organization, 
as well as the Paralyzed Veterans Or
ganization, disagree. 

As a matter of fact, the American 
Legion disagrees; the VFW disagrees. 

The American Legion in a letter to me 
states: 

we are strongly supporting the Humphrey 
amendment. 

The VFW in a letter to me says: 
However, in the event the Humphrey 

amendment falls, I urge each and every one 
o! you not to pass this legislation but to 
return it to the Senate Veterans' Affairs Com
mittee for further study. 

In other words, they consider it flawed 
in its present form, as do I. 

Once again, I am not opposed to 
properly staffing veterans' hospitals. I 
am very much in favor of it. I think it 
is dastardly when the administration is 
refusing to do so and playing tricks with 
appropriations for this purpose. 

But what it comes down to is whether 
we are willing to make a deal. Are we 
willing to cut existing veterans' benefits 
that will in fact impact on needy vet
erans in order to get something in the 
way of staffing that the veterans' hos
pitals should have in the first place? 

I feel and the veterans organizations 
feel that this is a bad precedent to set, 
that if we accept it in this case, if we 
accede to it, the administration will be 
back with similar proposals next year. 

So I hope I can conclude by pointing 
out that the critical issue is whether or 
not we are going to cut existing veterans' 
benefits. That is the administration's 
proposal. They would cut travel benefits 
to any veteran making, let us say, $6,000 
or more. They would cut over-the-coun
ter drug benefits to any veteran making 
that same princely salary. And they 
would cut in certain ways an existing 
dental benefit. 

I urge my colleagues and I hope very 
much they will support me in this. I feel 
these are unjust cuts. I feel there are 
much better places to cut Heaven knows, 
there are much better places. Let us not 
cut existing benefits to veterans. They 
deserve them. They earned them. They 
are better than first-class citizens, in my 
opinion. 

Let me point out once again that I 
have opposed new programs proposed by 
veteran organizations. I have voted 
against them and was one of the few 
Senators on the Veterans' Affairs Com
mittee to vote against new programs, be
cause I do not think we can afford any
thing new now for anyone unless we 
want to go bankrupt. 

But I state once again that if we order 
our priorities properly we can afford to 
fund existing veteran benefits, and I re
mind my colleagues once again that 
these cuts, which are so greatly resent~d 
and which would be a bad precedent, Will 
amount in dollars to something less than 
$35 million. 

There are better places to make cuts. 
These are important benefits, and I urge 
my colleagues to uphold them. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, the 

Senator from New Hampshire, in argu
ments in support of his amendment, has, 
in several respects, inaccurately de
scribed the cost-savings provisions of the 
committee bill as amended by my 
amendment. I believe it is in my col-

leagues' interest to explain these provi
sions in order to correct those inaccura
cies so that my colleagues will have a 
clear understanding of the real issues 
in this debate. 

TRAVEL REIMBURSEMENT 

In discussing this provision of the com
mittee bill, as amended earlier today, the 
Senator from New Hampshire makes the 
statement that even the poorest veteran 
would be required to pay the costs of 
travel to and from VA facilities. How
ever, the Senator _ignores the fact that 
the proposed limitation applies only to 
veterans who have no service-connected 
disability. Any service-connected veteran 
would continue to be eligible for reim
bursement of all allowable travel ex
penses regardless of the status of the 
condition for which he or she seeks 
care-that is, even if he or she is seeking 
care for a non-service-connected dis
ability. All we are proposing is that a 
veteran with no service-conected dis
ability whatsoever seeking free care in 
a VA facility pay a fair proportion of the 
travel costs associated with obtaining 
free health care. We are not proposing 
a reduction in a health care benefit for 
any veteran. In fact, by tying the effec
tiveness of this proposed limitation on 
travel expenses reimbursement--a bene
fit that, by the way, is enjoyed by no 
other segment of our society, rich or 
poor-to a substantial increase in the 
statnng level of the VA health care sys
tem, we are enhancing the quality and 
quantity of health care benefits for all 
veterans eligible for VA health care. 

I also note that, in the Senator's 
May 30, 1979, ''Dear Colleague" letter 
and May 22, 1979, statement in the 
RECORD, he stated that the income 
standard for the financial need test ap
plicable to this provision is $3,550. That 
simply is not true and the Senator was 
so advised specifically during the com
mittee's markup of this legislation. As 
of July 1, the income standard under 
the current VA pension program will be 
increased by 9.9 percent. This increase 
will thus occur 3 months before the 
earliest date-October 1, 1979-that this 
provision could go into effect. 

I have ditnculty understanding why 
the Senator from New Hampshire made 
such a misleading statement. Although 
he used a correct figure today, I have dif
ficulty understanding why the Senator 
failed to note that the applicable income 
standards are substantially higher for, 
among others, veterans with dependents 
and for those eligible for aid and attend
ance. Thus, I wish to clarify once again 
for my colleagues the fact that the in
come standards would be, for example, 
$3,902 for a single veteran, and $5,112 
for a veteran with one dependent plus 
$660 more for each additional dependent 
and that the standard for a single vet
eran in need of aid and attendance would 
be $6,243, with similar increases for 
dependents. 

These financial-need tests of the VA 
pension program are, as I have indicated 
previously, far more generous than under 
any other Federal or State need-based 
income maintenance program. 

Based on these explanations of how 
this provision would operate I very much 
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hope my colleagues will understand that 
this beneficiary travel provision is fair 
and reasonable and will not place an un
due burden on any veteran, and that it 
is far wiser to eliminate unnecessary 
spending in this area in order to assure 
more adequate staffing in VA medical 
facilities. 

NONPRESCRIPTION DRUGS 

Mr. President, the Senator from New 
Hampshire (Mr. HUMPHREY) in his "Dear 
Colleague" letter and May 22, 1979, state
ment in the RECORD has characterized 
the provision of the committee bill limit
ing eligibility for the provision of non
prescription drugs, medicines, and sup
plies as a "cruel betrayal" and a "cal
lous action." 

I wish to say to the Senator from New 
Hampshire that I resent that language. 
I have served in this Senate now for over 
10 years doing my utmost to see to it that 
veterans' needs are met in the health 
care area, where I have had primary re
sponsibility for these more than 10 years, 
and I am not about to betray cruelly or 
in any other way the needs of veterans, 
and I do not believe I have ever advo
cated any action that is callous to vet
erans. 

I do not believe that the Senator from 
West Virginia, Senator RANDOLPH, who 
came to Congress before Franklin Roose
velt entered the White House and who 
has been a dedicated supporter of vet
erans through all these years he has been 
in Congress, has ever been involved in 
any cruel betrayal of veterans. 

I do not believe that Senator STROM 
THURMOND and I do not believe that Sen
ator ALAN SIMPSON would engage in any 
cruel betrayal of the true needs of the 
American veterans. They are their 
staunchest supporters. 

The Senator also referred to a betrayal 
of trust. I believe that the betrayal of 
trust is to those wounded veterans from 
Vietnam and elsewhere, to those with 
service-connected disabilities lying help
less in veterans' hospitals whose care 
will be less adequate, and less effi
cient, whose needs will be less regularly 
and carefully attended to if we do not 
have adequate staffing in VA hospitals. 
They will be the victims of any betrayal 
if the betrayal exists. 

The Senator spoke of breaking faith 
with those who gave their lives. I do not 
see the connection between that remark 
and the fact that we are dealing with 
aspirin, cough syrup, and travel expenses 
for non-service-connected veterans. That 
is the only topic that we were discussing 
in terms of a cutback unless the Sen
ator's amendment is adopted, in which 
case there will be a serious cutback in the 
quality of medical care for service-con
nected veterans. 

The Senator said that he came here in
tending to be a skinflint in regard to 
expenditures. Well, I think in that re
gard it is a matter of establishing priori
ties, of determining where needs are 
great and seeing to it that those needs 
are met first, and the effort by the com
mittee on this legislation is to do exactly 
that. 

I would like to point out again that 
the Humphrey amendment seems to be 

based on the premise that the Congress 
has in the past been infallible in enacting 
laws creating veterans' benefits. 

I have been engaged in the process for 
10 years now, and I do not believe we 
have been infallible. I do not believe that 
those Ia ws should never be reexamined, 
that the priorities they reflect should 
never be questioned. 

I do not believe that no benefit, no 
matter how unessential or peripheral to 
the actual neeqs of veterans or how sec
ondary to higher needs, should be re
evaluated to determine whether the 
money being spent for it could be put to 
better use to meet more compelling 
needs. I reject that premise. I believe we 
have a responsibility, as Senator MusKIE 
and Senator BELLMON and others have 
made plain, to be very careful in spend
ing taxpayers' money and in regard to 
veterans to make sure we meet their 
priority needs and their service-con
nected needs first when choices need to 
be made, and we do have to make a 
choice at the present time. 

In regard to the nonprescription drugs 
provision, let me say that this provision 
is designed to continue the provision of 
any nonprescription product to a veteran 
with a service-connected disability and 
to any non -service-connected veteran 
whose income does not exceed the VA 
pension income standard-the same fi
nancial need test that I have just de
scribed. In addition, this provision would 
require the Administrator to establish by 
regulation conditions under which non
prescription products would be provided 
to any other non -service-connected vet
eran in order to avoid substantial hard
ship that would otherwise result from 
the cost to the veteran of purchasing 
such products commercially. Thus, the 
only real effect the committee bill as pre
viously modified today would have on the 
provision of nonprescription products 
would be that the routine provision 
of inexpensive nonprescription products 
for the treatment of minor conditions 
would be continued just for those vet
erans with service-connected disabilities 
and truly needy veterans. Frankly, I can
not see how the failure to provide a non
service-connected veteran whose income 
exceeds the liberal income standard we 
have established with an occasional bot
tle of aspirin or cough syrup could in any 
way be characterized as a "cruel be
trayal" or a "callous action", and I just 
do not understand that characterization 
of what we are seeking to accomplish. 

The Senator, in his May 30, 1979, let
ter, and May 22, 1979, CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD statement failed to note that this 
provision has no applicability whatso
ever to service-connected care. I do not 
understand why that point has been 
ignored. 

DENTAL PROVISION 

In his CONGRESSIONAL RECORD state
ment of May 22, 1979, the Senator from 
New Hampshire characterized as "un
fair" the provision of the committee bill 
limiting eligibility for dental benefits of 
certain veterans. In describing the provi
sion, the Senator states that it would 
limit this dental care to 6 months rather 
than 1 year after a veteran's discharge. 

I regret to say that apparently the 
Senator has badly misinterpreted this 
provision. It would make little change 
in the current practice of the VA. In 
providing dental care to these veterans, 
under current regulations, such a vet
eran has 3 years from the date he or 
she makes application to the VA in which 
to obtain all dental care that is indicated 
at the time of application. All that this 
provision of the committee bill would do 
is establish as eligibility criteria a mini
mum period of active-duty service-180 
days-and a requirement that the vet
eran make application within 6 months 
after the date of discharge. If we are 
providing expensive dental care for a 
veteran's service-connected dental con
ditions-and the VA estimates that the 
average cost of providing outpatient 
dental care is $660 per beneficiary-it 
seems eminently logical to me that we 
establish parameters within which we 
can fairly confidently assume that the 
conditions are, in fact, service-con
nected; that is, that the veteran's den
tal conditions quite likely developed or 
at least were measurably aggravated by 
his or her active duty service and that 
we are not providing extensive dental 
care for conditions that developed after 
discharge. 

Also, as I have previously indicated, 
this provision would not limit any exist
ing veteran's eligibility for the care in
volved. It would be applicable only 
prospectively. 

PERSONNEL NEEDS 

Further, Mr. President, the Senator 
from New Hampshire, in his May 22, 
1979, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD statement 
and in his May 30, 1979, Dear Colleague 
letter, states that the approach taken 
in the committee bill of tying cost
savings to increased staffing in VA facil
ities is paradoxical, taking away with 
one hand and giving with the other, 
and that we can afford to maintain ex
isting programs even in an era of tight 
budgets if we order our priorities 
properly. 

Frankly, I find the Senator's state
ments on this legislation and his actions 
in committee paradoxical. As the Sen
ator should know, the Committee on Vet
erans' Affairs and the Congress have at
tempted to increase staffing levels in VA 
health-care facilities in order to main
tain the quality and quantity of health 
care delivered in such facilities and 
we have been frustrated. Faced with the 
conflicting needs of staying within a tight 
budget framework and of increasing the 
staffing ceiling of the VA Department of 
Medicine and Surgery, the committee 
determined, as the Senator frotn New 
Hampshire has recommended, that we 
had to try to work within the existing 
budget level and reorder our priorities 
by trimming the fat away from some low 
priority programs in order to :find the 
necessary moneys to support additional 
personnel. I would stress that under our 
approach all veterans who use VA fa
cilities would profit from the enhanced 
quality and quantity of care which would 
be available in such facilities. 

The Senator has alleged that there is 
clearcut evidence that non-service-con-
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nected veterans are being turned away 
from v A hospitals. To the extent that 
this is the case, I would submit that, in 
large measure, it is because VA hospitals 
do not have the staff to handle the pa
tient demand. The senator from New 
Hampshire tells us this morning that he 
supports additional VA hospital staffing. 
Yet, if the senator would recall, he voted 
against including a recommendation in 
our March 15, 1979, report to the Budget 
Commit~e that funds-$31.5 million
for additional staffing be included in the 
first concurrent budget resolution. That 
being the case, I am anxious to learn 
from the Senator how he recommends 
that the Congress should address the 
staffing needs of VA facilities within the 
current budget framework and, at the 
same time, maintain existing programs. 

In sum, Mr. President, I believe that, 
if my colleagues understand the equitable 
nature of the cost-saving provisions of 
this legislation and appreciate the great 
importance of providing strong assurance 
of more adequate staffing in VA health
care programs, they will enthusiastically 
support the committee bill as earlier 
modified. For I am convinced, Mr. Presi
dent, that we in this body can make an 
important contribution to the VA health
care system today and that we can make 
that contribution-not by blindly op
posing any reasonable efforts to eliminate 
unnecessary spending in low priority 
areas-but by rejecting the Humphrey 
amendment and thus supporting this leg
islation to protect the integrity of the VA 
hospital system and to assure its ability 
to provide quality care. 
• Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of Senator HuMPHREY's amend
ment to delete benefit cutting sections in 
S. 1039, the Veterans' Administration 
Health Resources and Programs Exten
sion Act of 1979. 

Mr. President, the committee's action 
to reduce health care benefits is intend
ed to focus on non-service-connected vet
erans. However, I strongly suspect these 
cuts will eventually affect all veterans. 

These cuts will affect, for example, the 
catastrophically disabled veterans who 
might be paralyzed from battle wounds. 
Yet this veteran might wish to go to the 
hospital for a non-service-connected ail
ment such as pneumonia-and this vet
eran would be affected by these cuts. Yes, 
both service and non-service-connected 
veterans will be harmed by these cuts
these cuts hit hardest at the needy vet
eran. 

Veterans have earned these benefits by 
their courageous duty to our country. We 
must not, at this date, start taking these 
benefits away. Cutting these benefits will 
work a real hardship on veterans all 
across this country. Cutting these bene
fits will have a harmful effect on the 
health of veterans all across the country. 

While these cuts will harm veterans 
across the board, I want to point out that 
they will have the additional disastrous 
consequence of cutting back on non
service-connected care at VA hospitals. 
Already, we have seen evidence of cut
backs of non-service-connected care. In
deed, many VP.terans with non-service
connected ailments have been illegally 
turned away from VA hospitals for neces-

sary and important care. This is plain 
and simply wrong. The non-service-con
nected veterans, in many cases, needs the 
VA hospital system. He does not want to 
go to the charity ward. 

Mr. President, the non-service-con
nected veterans needs the VA hospitals. 
This veterans earned VA hospital care. 
And, I submit, the VA hospital needs the 
non-service-connected veteran too. As 
much as 40 to 50 percent of the care 
given in VA hospitals is gLven to the non
service-connected veteran. If we start 
cutting back on these benefits, it will be 
the first step down the road of eliminat
ing the non -service-connected care from 
the VA hospitals. And this would be the 
beginning of the end of the VA hospitals. 

Non-service-connected care is essential 
to the maintenance of a good VA health 
care system. In order to attract good doc
tors and nurses, the VA hospitals must 
provide a variety of health care. The non
service-connected veteran contributes to 
a well-rounded type of health care faci
lity, a facility which is able to offer many 
different methods of treatment. 

Mr. President, we simply must not start 
the process of cutting back our non-serv
ice-connected veterans benefits. That ap
proach is too dangerous for the veteran 
and for the VA system. 

Reducing benefits on one hand in order 
to maintain adequate health care on the 
other does not make sense. Mr. President, 
this is no way to treat veterans who have 
given so much to this great country. 
Veterans have earned both the ·e benefits 
and a good health care system.• 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of S. 1039 as reported by the 
Veterans' Affairs Committee and in op
position to the amendment offered by 
the Senator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. President, this was not an easy 
decision, but I believe it is a necessary 
one if we are to ensure that adequate 
staffing is restored and maintained in 
VA health-care facilities. 

Mr. President, as the veterans back in 
North Carolina know, I have long recog
nized their right to certain benefits and 
compensation because of the sacrifices 
they have made in the service of their 
country, and I have consistently sup
ported their legislative goals. And, al
though I realize that some of the Wash
ington-based veterans' organizations 
disagree with me, I believe that by voting 
against Senator HUMPHREY's amend
ment, I am again voting in the best in
terests of the veterans back home. 

Title II of the bill, as reported by the 
committee, would put some limits on re
imbursement for health care services to 
veterans with non-service-connected 
disabilities, and apply the money saved 
to improving staff levels at VA health 
care facilities. In short, what it would 
do is to divert limited resources from 
lower priority services to the crucial 
need of making sure that we have enough 
doctors and nurses in the VA hospitals. 

To understand why this is necessary 
one has to review our recent, unsuccess
ful efforts that VA facilities would have 
adequate staff. For flscal year 1979., the 
Congress appropriated $54.7 million 
more for VA health care services than 
the administration asked for. Of this 

amount, we clearly stated that $32.3 mil
lion should be used for additional per
sonnel. This budget increase was needed 
because new hospitals and clinics had 
been opened, and the administration 
was intending to transfer people from 
existing facilities rather than hiring 
more. 

In December, I became aware of 
rumors that the administration was 
going to ask the Congress for permission 
not to spend the extra health care funds 
we had appropriated. I immediately 
wrote the President to express my con
cern about this. Shortly thereafter I 
received a response which said that while 
they had considered asking the Congress 
for permission not to spend the money, 
this idea had been rejected. 

I thought that was the end of this mat
ter, but I was wrong. On January 25 of 
this year, VA witnesses testified that the 
administration intended to use the extra 
health care funds to pay for the October 
1978 pay increase, rather than to hire 
additional personnel. In fact, they not 
only used the extra $32.3 million we had 
given them for additional personnel for 
pay raises, but also another $65 or so mil
lion out of the health care account. 

I and a number of other Senators have 
expressed our concern over this, but to 
no avail. Meanwhile, the entire VA 
health care system is in great turmoil, 
staffing levels are getting dangerously 
low, and there have been cutbacks in the 
provision of needed health care services. 
Right now, the VA is employing 3,273 
medical personnel less than is needed. 
This shortfall will grow to over 6,000 in 
the next 1 ¥2 years if no additional per
sonnel are hired, as the VA intends. 

Faced with a deteriorating VA health 
care system, the Senate had to take some 
action. Some people suggested that we 
simply pass a law mandating that the 
administration hire the additional staff. 
This was the simplest option, but it ig
nored the fact that the country is pres
ently undergoing inflation in excess of 
10 percent, and that one of the reasons 
for this is too much Federal spending. 
The taxpayers of this country are de
manding that Federal spending be 
tightly controlled, and it would be diffi
cult, if not impossible, to pass a bill that 
would have simply increased the de
mands on the budget. 

So, the Veterans' Affairs Committee 
decided to try another approach. They 
undertook a serious review of the VA 
health care system in order to see if 
there was any waste that could be elimi
nated, or if there were services which 
were clearly of lower priority than mak
ing sure the hospitals had enough doc
tors and nurses. This review led the com
mittee to propose title II of this bill. Title 
II would tighten up on reimbursement 
for travel expenses for veterans with 
non-service-connected disabilities, limit 
the present practice of providing free 
nonprescription drugs, such as aspirin, 
to non-service-connected veterans re
ceiving outpatient care, and end free 
outpatient dental care for dental prob
lems that cannot be attributed to the 
veterans' service in the military. How
ever, the VA is prohibited from enforc
ing the cost savings unless it also hires 
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the extra mtdical personnel that are cru
cially needed. 

s. 1039 may not be the perfect solution 
to the problems facing the VA health 
care system. But, it is the only reasonable 
solution that we can enact quickly 
enough to insure that the VA is still ca
pable of providing needed medical serv
ices. By voting for Senator HUMPHREY's 
amendment we would, in effect, be say
ing that nothing should be done, that 
we should allow the VA to continue to 
provide lower priority services while de
nying needed treatment to those who 
have been injured in combat. 

Mr. President, in conclusion, I can 
only say that I am voting against Sena
tor HUMPHREY's amendment because I 
do not believe it is in the best interests 
of the veterans of this country. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
BRADLEY) . Who yields time? 

Mr. CRANSTON. If there is nothing 
more to be said on this amendment, I 
suggest that we proceed to the other 
amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the 
Senator asking unanimous consent to 
set this amendment aside? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I object. I object, 
Mr. President, for the time being. 

How much time do I have remaining? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

, ator has 34 minutes and 10 seconds 
remaining. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, am 
X recognized? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I regret very much, 
. Mr. President, that the distinguished 
chairman of the Veterans' Affairs Com
mittee seems to have been offended by 
the language of my letter. In fact, I do 
regard these cuts as callous and cruel, 
but I have no doubt he feels otherwise. 
I have no doubt that he feels these cuts 
are justifiable, that we are not breaking 
our faith. 

I am not trying to impugn the char
acter of Senator CRANSTON or any mem
ber of the committee, but I do person
ally regard these cuts as a callous and a 
cruel betrayal because in fact when you 
come down to the final analysis we are 
cutting existing veterans' benefits, and 
the major veterans' organizations, who 
are not disinterested in this and spend 
a great deal of time studying issues such 
as this, weighing the pros and cons, hap
pen in this case to disagree with the 
administration and the distinguished 
chairman of the Veterans' Affairs Com
mittee. They think these benefits ought 
not to be cut, that we ought not to agree 
to this deal under which if we cut bene
fits the administration will do what it 
should do anyway, namely, properly 
staff VA hospitals. 

I am attempting to ascertain the 
wishes of the chairman of the veterans' 
Affairs Committee, Mr. President so 
that we in turn can make some 'dis
position of this amendment. 

Mr. CRANSTON. We can either yield 
back the time we have remaining on this 
amendment, or we can temporarily lay 
it aside and take up two other amend
ments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
an order that this amendment shall not 
be voted upon until 2:30. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Right. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. A parliamentary in

quiry, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator will state it. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. If we go on to other 

amendments, will there be a vote on this 
amendment at 2:30 sharp? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Unless 
the Senate is in a quorum call or voting 
on another amendment, the vote will be 
at 2:30 promptly. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Fine. I am willing to 
yield back the remainder of my time if 
Senator CRANSTON is. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I yield back there
mainder of my time. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield back there
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from California request that this 
amendment be temporarily laid aside? 

Mr. CRANSTON. No; we will just yield 
back our time and then go on to other 
matters. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 263 

(Purpose: Directs the Secretary of HEW to 
perform an epidemiological study of the 
long-term health effects of exposure to 
chemicals called "dioxins") 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, on be
half of the Senators from New York <Mr. 
JAVITS and Mr. MOYNIHAN) and myself, 
as well as the Senator from Illinois <Mr. 
PERCY) , I send an amendment to the 
desk and ask for its immediate consid
eration. 

New York and the Senator from Illinois 
in offering this amendment. I think that 
the question of possible long-term health 
effects from human exposure to dioxin 
needs to be addressed as quickly as pos
sible. As Chairman of the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs, I have had an intense 
interest in the health effects of dioxin 
exposure, because of the presence of diox
in as a contaminant in "agent orange" 
and other herbicides used in the Viet
nam conflict. Vietnam veterans have 
made me aware of their concerns about 
ill health following their exposure to 
dioxin. 

Mr. President, Agent Orange was the 
military name for an herbicide or de
foliant used in Vietnam from 1962 to 
1971. It was 50-50 mixture of chemicals 
"2,4-D" and "2,4,5-T". When 2,4,5-T 
was manufactured, an unavoidable con
taminant called "dioxin" was present. 
Dioxin is called one of the most toxic 
materials produced by man. 'I'he 2,4,5-T 
produced during 1965 and 1968, 2 years 
of heavy Agent Orange use, had high 
concentrations of dioxin contamination 
according to a report prepared by the 
Office of Science and Technology Policy 
of the White House. 

Agent Orange was sprayed from air
craft, helicopters, and on the ground to 
defoliate areas in Vietnam. When 
sprayed from aircraft and helicopters 
<"Operation Ranch Hand''), it was for 
the purpose of denying jungle cover to 
the enemy and occasionally for destroy

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 
amendment will be stated. 

The ing food crops that might be used by the 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

Vietcong. When sprayed by hand, it was 
used to clear vegetation around bases, 
and encampments to improve visibility. 

The Senator from California (Mr. CRAN- Mr. President, 2,4-D and 2,4,5-T have 
sToN) , for himself and others, proposes an been used alone or in mixtures in this 
unprinted amendment numbered 263. country since the late 1941)'s to control 

Mr. CRANSTON. I ask unanimous con
seQt that further reading of the amend
ment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

weeds in lawns ancl' agricultural crops, 
to control vegetation along rights of way 
and highways, and, by the Forest Serv
ice, to control unwanted plants in na
tional Forests. The levels of dioxin in the 
2,4,5-T produced for domestic use in the 
25 years of use in this country are not 

Add at the end of the bill the following known with any degree of accuracy, and 
new action: so forth, by the Forest Service for 

SEc. 304. (a) The Secretary of Health, Edu- tat• t 
cation, and welfare, in consultation with vege 10n con rol and commercially on 
the heads of other appropriate Federal de- pasturelands and rice crops. On March 1, 
partments and agencies, shall conduct a sci- 1979, the Environmental Protection 
entitle, epidemiological study of various Agency announced the first emergency 
populations to determine if there may be ban in the agency's history-against fur
long-term health effects in humans from ther domestic use of 2,4,5-T. This action 
exposure to the class of chemicals known as followed an apparent increase in mis
"the dioxins", especially those dioxins pro- carriages among women in an oregon 
duced during the manufacture of the vari- t 
ous phenoxy herbicides including those used own after nearby forests were sprayed 
during the period of the Vietnam conflict. witb. 2,4,5-T · 

(b) The report of the study shall include Although massive doses of 2,4-D and 
(1) a comprehensive review and professional 2,4,5-T can produce acute illness, they 
analysis of the literature covering other such have generally been considered to be 
studies conducted or underway of such long- quite safe when used in appropriate 
term health effects, and (2) a description of amounts. When the contaminant dioxin 
the results of epidemiological studies con- was present in significant quantities, 
ducted by the Secretary of populations of 
chemical workers, agricultural workers, however, the possibility of acute toxic ef-
Service personnel and veterans, and others fects was increased. Long-term toxi~ ef
exposed in connection with the production fects from dioxin are poorly understood. 
or use of such phenoxy herbicides. such re- Because dioxin has been shown to cause 
port, together with such comments and rec- · birth defects, cancers, and various other 
ommendations as the Secretary and such de- disorders in laboratory animals, there is 
partment and· agency heads may deem understandable concern that these same 
appropriate, shall be submitted to the ap- problems might be found in humans The 
propriate Committees of the Congress not . ·. 
later than ao months after the date of the studies needed to answer these questions. 
enactment of this Act. however, have either only recently been 

started or have not been done at all. The 
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I am limited epidemiologic studies that have 

happy to join with the Senators from been started--Seveso, Italy, and the EPA 
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study in Oregon that led to the recent 
ban of 2,4,5-T-are not far enough 
along to provide reliable information 
about long-term effects of dioxin ex
posure. These studies should not be du
plicated by the study called for by the 
amendment. 

Concern about the effects of agent 
orange in Vietnam veterans surfaced 1 Y2 
years ago through media focus in Chi
cago and Portland on the possibility of 
long-term effects in humans. Approxi
mately 500 claims for service-connected 
disability have been filed with the VA for 
such problems as cancer, nervousness, 
birth defects, and miscarriages. Only 
those claims for the one proven long
term dioxin effect-a skin condition 
called "chloracne"-have been allowed. 
The denial of almost all agent orange 
claims by the VA is viewed by some Viet
nam veterans as suggestions that a de
liberate "coverup" of irresponsible ac
tion by the Federal Government is being 
carried out in much the same way as 
information about adverse health effects 
from radiation was withheld from nu
clear weapons test participants in the 
1950's and 1960's-a subject on which 
the Veterans' Affairs Committee is hold
ing hearings this Wednesday. 

In view of these concerns and events 
on February 7, 1979, I urged the Presi
dent to begin the larger-scale epidemio
logic studies necessary to define the long
term effects of human exposure to dioxin 
<copy of letter attached). On April 30, 
1979, I issued a press release character
izing the VA's efforts to deal with the 
agent orange question as insufficient, 
and spelled out the steps I considered 
necessary to answer the serious questions 
raised about agent orange exposure. 
Since then I have been following closely 
the progress of the Advisory Committee 
on Health-Related Effects of Herbicides 
which has been charged by the White 
House with the responsibility of organiz
ing the epidemiologic studies required to 
try to answer these dimcult questions. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that my February. 7, 1979, letter to 
the President, the March 2, 1979, re
sponse from Presidential Assistant 
Stuart Eizenstat, and my April 30, 1979, 
press release be printed in the RECORD 
at this point. 

There being on objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

WASHINGTON, D.C., 
February 7, 1979. 

Hon. JIMMY CARTER, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT; I know you share my 
concern that the chemicals we use may have 
serious, long-term effects on our health that 
are unknown. The issue of the long-term 
effects on humans of the use of herbicides 
both in this country since the late 1940's and 
in the Indochina Conflict during the 1960!s 
is of great concern to me. I am writing to 
you because I believe that a coordinated Fed
eral interagency effort is badly needed to 
deal with this issue. 

I believe that it would be tragic if expo
sure to herbicides in general and to the 
herbicide contaminant dioxin in particular 
had long-term health effects which we per
mitted to remain unrecognized, thus allow
ing additional persons to be harmed because 

of continuing exposure to a toxic substance. 
There is, as the Veterans' Administration has 
acknowledged, special cause for concern for 
the welfare of veterans who were exposed to 
dioxin, due to its presence in "Agent Orange" 
and other heribicides, during their service in 
the conflict in Vietnam; and it would be 
inexcusable if any resulting harm to them 
was not discovered because the issue was 
inadequately studied. 

The toxicology of dioxin is not well enough 
understood at this time to answer questions 
about the long-term health consequences of 
exposure to this chemical agent. For exam
ple, we do not know whether the finding of 
long-term toxic effects in animals also ap
plies to humans. We also do not know 
whether publicity surrounding the "Agent 
Orange" issue has created needless anxiety 
and contributed to a number of complaints 
of psychological origin or whether the pub
licity has prompted individuals to seek medi
cal care with complaints that are related to 
dioxin exposure. 

I understand there is one long-term study 
of a. group of persons exposed to dioxin in 
Seveso, Italy, in 1976. I think it critical that 
additional groups and individuals exposed 
to dioxin be studied in such a way as to 
answer some of the questions raised above. 
There are numbers of persons in the United 
States who have been exposed to dioxin who 
should logically be included in such a study. 
One group, as stressed previously, consists 
of those service personnel who were exposed 
to dioxin in the Indochina. Conflict in the 
1960's. I've been unable to learn of any com
prehensive, long-term epidemiological studies 
underway in this country to follow that 
group. 

Although the Veterans' Administration has 
established written policies and procedures 
to start a. "registry" of veterans who present 
themselves to VA medical facilities with 
complaints which the veteran feels might 
relate to herbicide exposure. I am concerned 
that this registry will be far from adequate 
for purposes of developing scientifically valid 
and definitive information about the effects 
of dioxin on our Vietnam veterans. Sound 
epidemiologic methods certainly require a 
much more broad-based method of sampling 
than waiting for those who happen to use 
VA health-care services to seek care at VA 
fac111ties. 

Likewise, the VA's recently announced re
search program to search for traces of dioxin 
in the body fat of veterans exposed to dioxin 
in Indochina. is not capable of providing 
complete a.n,swers to the questions that are 
raised. Although I agree that this study may 
supply "another piece" of the total puzzle, 
it certainly cannot be considered to be a. 
comprehensive Investigation into all the sig
nificant, relevant issues. 

Thus, I strongly urge that serious consid
eration be given to starting a major, long
term epidemiologic study of individuals ex
posed to dioxin. Appropriate epidemiologic 
methods should be used to select both in
dividuals exposed to dioxin in the Indochina 
Conflict in the 1960's and persons exposed 
to dioxin in this country since the 1940's to 
be followed by such a study. Other federal 
agencies with some involvement in the is
sues--the Department of Defense, the De
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
the Department of Agriculture, and the En
viron.~~ntal Protection Agency--should par
ticipate, The study should span sufficient 
time to obtain solid background data for 
determining the long-term health effects of 
the chemical on humans and the validity of 
claims against the government relating: to 
dioxin exposure. The study should also look 
at the effects of publlcity on the presenta
tion of complaints relating to possible health 
problems arising from dioxin exposure. 

As Chairman of the Committee on Veter
ans' Affairs and a member of the Health Sub
committee of the Human Resources Commit-

tee, I strongly believe that these issues are 
of such importance to the people of the 
United States in general and to Vietnam vet
erans in particular as to warrant the major, 
long-term study that I have suggested. I 
res..;.ectfully urge that you give these sug
gestions your most serious consideration. 

With warmest personal regards, 
Cordially, 

ALAN CRANSTON, 
Chairman. 

WASHINGTON, D.C., 
March 2, 1979. 

Hon. ALAN CRANSTON, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR CRANSTON: On behalf of the 
President, I would like to thank you for your 
recent letter regarding the long-term health 
effects of the herbicide dioxin. 

The Administration, and particularly the 
Veterans Administration, have been aware 
of the growing anxiety and concern of many 
Vietnam veterans and others exposed to 
dioxin. We also share with you the concern 
over any unnecessary apprehension by the 
public as well as the need for a greater 
understanding by the medical community of 
dioxin's toxicology. I am sure that you are 
aware of VA's current policy and practice on 
Agent Orange disab1lity claims. The VA has 
been working for some time with other ap
propriate agencies, including the Depart
ments of Defense and Agriculture, the Na
tional Academy of Sciences, the Environ
mental Protection Agency, the National Can
cer Institute, the Food and Drug Adminis
tration, and the Institute of Environmental 
Health Sciences, on the dioxin issue. 

Recently, the VA Administrator has sub
mitted a formal request for the establish
ment of an advisory committee on herbicides 
to the Administrator of the General Serv
ices Administration. The advisory committee 
has been approved and wlll be established 
very soon. We expect that during its twelve 
month mandate the advisory committee wlll 
advance recommendations to resolve the 
complex and compelllng questions involved 
with this issue. Furthermore, we will request 
that the advisory committee consider, as 
soon as possible, the need for and feasib1lity 
o! a major long-term epidemiological study 
of individuals exposed to dioxin as you have 
suggested. I will ask my staff to moni.tor the 
deliberations of the committee as well as 
seek the guidance of other appropriate White 
House staff on the question of undertaking 
such a study. My staff wm be reporting back 
to you on this matter. 

We appreciate your taking the time to 
share with us your concern over this issue 
and !or forwarding your thoughtful recom
mendation. 

Sincerely yours, 
STUART E. EIZENSTAT, 

Assistant to the President tor Do
mestic Affairs and Policy. 

SENATE COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAmS 
Senator Alan Cranston (D., Calif.) said 

today "bureaucratic delay" by the Veterans' 
Administration is "needlessly adding to the 
fear and uncertainty" of Vietnam veterans 
who were exposed to the jungle defoliant 
called Agent Orange. 

Cranston, who is Chairman o! the Senate 
Veterans' Affairs Committee, called on the 
VA to "move more aggressively to learn the 
truth about Agent Orange and determine if 
veterans have legitimate reason !or their 
anxiety." 

The defoliant, which was used by U.S. 
forces in Vietnam in the 1960's, was a mixture 
of .two herbicides, one of which contained a 
toxic contaminant called dioxin. Dioxin is 
known to cause birth defects, cancer and 
various other disorders in laboratory animals. 

Cranston noted that the Federal Environ-
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mental Protection Agency has ordered a. tem
porary ban on domestic uses of the herbicide 
2,4,5-T, which is the dioxin-tainted ingre
dient in Agent Orange. 

The E.P.A. took the action following an in
crease in miscarriages among women in an 
Oregon town after nearby forests were 
sprayed with the weed-killer. Herbicide 
2,4 ,5-T has been used in the U.S. since the 
1940's to clear weeds and unwanted foliage 
from forests and pastures, along rights-of
way and on some home lawns. 

"It may be that Vietnam veterans are no 
more threatened with serious health hazards 
from dioxin than are some civilians," Crans
ton said. "The problem is we just don't know 
for sure." 

Meanwhile the Veterans' Administration 
"is not sending out clear signals," he said. 

The VA has announced plans to advise 
Vietnam veterans of potential dangers from 
dioxin exposure, Cranston noted. At the same 
time, because the long-term health effects 
of exposure to dioxin are unclear, the agency 
has turned down nearly all of some 500 
claims for disability compensation on dioxin
related grounds. 

Last February Cranston urged President 
Carter to initiate a multi-agency, long
range epidemiologic study of the effects of 
dioxin exposure on veterans and certain civil
ians. For example, he said valuable infor
mation might be obtained from follow-up 
studies on Forest Service employees who car
ried out herbicide spraying on federal lands 
years ago. 

"The VA has been given the responsibil
ity to lead this kind of investigation, but the 
matter has been relegated to an advisory 
committee," Cranston said. "It could be many 
more months before committee members are 
chosen and before they hold their first meet
ing." 

Cranston said the VA has taken some use
ful action on the Agent Orange question. A 
registry is being kept of veterans who enter 
VA health care fac111ties complaining of what 
the veteran believes is a dioxin-related ail
ment. "But the agency is proceeding at too 
limited and too leisurely a pace," he said. 
For example, the VA announced, approxi
mately 3 months ago, that it will conduct 
tests on certain volunteers to determine if 
dioxin can be stored in body fat. 

"This tissue sample study shculd have been 
completed months ago--there were plenty of 
volunteers." "The VA has shown an inexcus
able lack of priority for this study," Cranston 
said. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I agree completely 
with the Senators from New York and 
the Senator from minois that the re
sources of the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare are the most ap
propriate ones available for conducting 
the authoritative epidemiologic study 
required. I congratulate the senior Sena
tor from New York on his thoughtful 
treatment of this important question in 
sponsoring this amendment, thank him 
for his cooperation with me in develop
ing its provisions, and, as its principal 
cosponsor, I urge its adoption. 

CRANSTON/ J AVITS/PERCY AMENDMENTS TO 

s. 1039 

• Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I strongly 
support this amendment to S. 1039 to 
empower the Secretary of HEW to con
duct an epidemiologic study of the 
health effects of herbicides containing 
the toxic chemical compound dioxin on 
populations which may have been at risk 
of exposure, and to report to the Con
gress the findings of the study within 2% 
years. 

There has been much recent furor over 

the possible health hazards of dioxin 
contamination. During the period of the 
Vietnam confiict, until 1970, the U.S. 
forces in Vietnam used the herbicide 
commonly known as agent orange con
taining 2,4,5-T in its defoliation pro
gram. In 1969, the U.S. Bionetics Re
search Laboratory found the dioxin con
taminant of agent orange to be terato
genic-causing fetal abnormalities. The 
U.S. Government withdrew agent orange 
from Vietnam in 1970, and restricted 
2,4,5-T use in the United States to com
mercial forestry and clearing for right
of-way use. Since the introduction of 
agent orange, numerous medical com
plaints have been heard from individuals 
exposed to dioxins. In 1978 alone, ap
proximately 1,100 persons entered VA 
hospitals with possible dioxin related 
ailments, including various forms of 
cancer, birth defects in children, still
births, impotency, psychological, and 
dermatological disorders. 

Such medical complaints have not 
been heard solely from veterans or their 
dependents. Earlier this year, the En
vironmental Protection Agency banned 
the use of 2,4,5-T for most commercial 
purposes, after the reports from an 
EPA-commissioned study produced evi
dence linking the herbicide with a high 
incidence of miscarriages in an area of 
heavy use. Yet, to date, there have been 
no comprehensive, retrospective studies 
of the health conditions of human popu
lations which may have been exposed to 
dioxins. Although the evidence certainly· 
points to a potential hazard to human 
health of dioxin exposure-the 1976 
chemical plant explosion in Seveso, 
Italy, which contaminated the area and 
the resultant abnormally high rate of 
birth defects and skin lesions is but the 
most recent powerful example-there 
has been no direct scientific linkage 
made. 

Mr. President, these issues have not 
gone unnoticed by the Senate. Earlier 
this year Senator CRANSTON, chairman 
of the Veterans' Affairs Committee, 
wrote to Max Cleland. Veterans' Admin
istrator, expressing his deep concern 
over the medical complaints of veterans 
exposed to agent orange. So, too, has 
my friend, senior Senator from Illi
nois, Senator PERCY. voi~ed his oon~em 
for these veterans and expressed strongly 
his belief that the Federal Government 
should make a concerned effort to ad
dress the issue of dioxin exposure. The 
VA has responded by establishing an 
Advisory Committee on the health-re
lated effects of herbicides, including rep
resentatives from the Federal bureauc
racy, veterans iroups, and the medical 
and scientific professions. Although the 
establishment of this Advisory Commit
tee is an important first step, it can only 
be complementary to a study providing 
us with evidence of the extent of the ex
posure problem and the health condition 
of those exposed to dioxins. Our amend
ment will mandate such a study to be 
conducted in the proper context, and its 
results will enable us to proceed further 
in developing Federal policy respecting 
dioxins. I urge approval of this amend-
ment.• 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I am 

delighted to ask unanimous consent that 
the name of the distinguished Senator 
from Wyoming <Mr. SIMPSON) , the rank
ing Repulican member of the Veterans' 
Affairs Committee, be added as a co
sponsor of the pending amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CRANSTON. If there is nothing 
more to be said on the amendment, I 
believe we should proceed to its adop
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Wyoming yield back the 
remainder of his time? 

Mr. SIMPSON. Yes, I would, Mr. 
President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has some time in opposition. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I am a cosponsor of the 
amendment, Mr. President. 

Mr. CRANSTON. It would be ill
becoming the Senator to oppose the 
amendment under the circumstances. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All re
maining time having been yielded back, 
the question is on agreeing to the 
amendment <UP No. 263) of the Senator 
from California (Mr. CRANSTON) , 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, pend

ing the arrival of the senior Senator 
from N\1w Hampshire (Mr. DuRKIN), who 
has an amendment, I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AUTHORIZATION FOR VICE PRESI
DENT TO APPOINT COMMITTTEE 
FOR JOINT SESSION 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that the Vice 
President of the United States be author
ized to appoint a committee of the Sen
ate to join a similar committee on the 
part of the House to escort the President 
into the Chamber of the House of Repre
sentatives later today for the joint ses
sion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant 18gislative clerk proceed
ed to call the roll. 

Mr. DURKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION 
HEALTH RESOURCES AND PRO
GRAMS EX'J;'ENSION ACT OF 1979 

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of S. 1039. 
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UP AMENDMENT NO. 264 

(Purpose: To provide for priority in out
patient VA treatment for veterans of World 
Wa.r I) 

Mr. DURKIN. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The Sena.tor from New Hampshire (Mr. 
DURKIN) , for himself and Mr. STONE, pro
poses an unprinted a.mendment numbered 
264. 

Mr. DURKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place in the blll insert 

the following: 
SEc. . Section 612(i) is a.mended by in

serting at the end thereof the following new 
clause: 

"(5) To any veteran of World War I." 

Mr. DURKIN. Mr. President, the 
amendment which I have sent to the desk 
will increase medical care to veterans 
of the First World War by granting them 
special priority for veterans' Adminis
tration outpatient services and treat
ment. This move is long overdue. 

This amendment offers tremendous 
benefits to World War I veterans and 
promises significant cost savings to the 
Federal Government. Under my amend
ment, World War I veterans are provided 
outpatient medical services at $22.90 per 
day, when appropriate, instead of admit
ting them to hospitals on an inpatient 
status, for which they are all eligible 
under current law, at a cost of $133.68 
per day to treat their disabilities as 
though the medical illness is service 
connected. 

During the last Congress, I worked 
hard with my colleagues to insure con
gressional approval of the $800 annual 
rate increase for World War I veterans 
under the Pension Improvement Act. The 
amendment I am offering now is aimed 
at helping all veterans of the First World 
War, many of whom receive no pension 
whatsoever from the Veterans' Admin
istration. 

These men, who currently number 
about 600,000, were never offered many 
of the advantages which have been avail
able to veterans of subsequent wars, such 
as employment counseling, readjustment 
benefits, and GI educational benefits. 

The average age of our World War I 
veterans is 80 years old. These people 
have earned our help, and need it now. 

Specifically, my amendment gives 
every World War I veteran priority 
status for receiving Veterans' Adminis
tration outpatient treatment and medi
cal care. Its passage will signify a re
newed commitment by this Congress to 
those veterans who served during such a 
difficult war, and who have too long 
been neglected. We must take actions on 
behalf of the health needs of World War 
I veterans, because these actions are 
deserved. 

It is my understanding the amend
ment has been cleared on both sides. 

I ask that Senator STONE be added as 
a cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I ap
preciate the concerns of the Senator from 
New Hampshire that in many instances 
it might be more appropriate and cost
effective to provide outpatient care to 
veterans of World War I in lieu of more 
costly inpatient care. In my view, his 
amendment, which would include needy 
veterans of World War I as the fifth 
priority for receipt of non-service-con
nected outpatient care, after care of vet
erans for service-connected disabilities, 
veterans who are at least 50-percent dis
abled, veterans with service-connected 
disabilities, and veterans with severe 
non-service-connected disabilities, repre
sents a reasonable approach to address
ing the needs of World War I veterans. 
Although the amendment is not entirely 
without problems, I think we can resolve 
any difficulties I might have with the 
amendment during conference, and, thus, 
I am willing to accept . the Senator's 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I also 
appreciate the concerns of the Senator 
from New Hampshire for the health 
care of the veterans of World War I. This 
distinguished group of our Nation's vet
erans are faced with the special health 
problems associated with the every in
creasing passage of time alone. They are 
a group whose diminishing numbers re
quire the dedication of greater health 
care and domicilliary assets. The health 
care problems faced by these veterans 
must be carefully considered by the Vet
erans' Affairs Committee of the Senate 
to insure that the entire problem is ad
dressed. 

While I believe that this amendment 
is an appropriate step in providing bet
ter health care for the veterans of Wor1d 
War I, I will accept it-and do accept 
it-with the understanding that it will 
receive further review during conference 
consideration. 

I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do Sen-

ators yield back their time? 
Mr. CRANSTON. I yield back my time. 
Mr. DURKIN. I yield back my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend
ment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. DURKIN. Mr. President, I move 

to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DURKIN. I thank the chairman 
and the ranking minority member of the 
committee. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I thank the Senator 
from New Hampshire. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that immediately 
following the rollcall vote on the Hum
rhrey amendment, we go to a third read
ing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair reminds the Senator from Cali
fornia that the committee substitute 
must be disposed of prior to third read
ing. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I ask unanimous 
consent that we dispose of the commit
tee substitute and then go to third read
ing immediately upon the conclusion of 
the vote on the Humphrey amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. After 
the committee substitute is disposed of 
if it is agreed to, we will automatically 
go to third reading. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I ask unanimous 
consent that upon the conclusion of the 
vote on the Humphrey amendment we 
go immediately to the committee sub
stitute and then third reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, do we 
still have time pending on the bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from California has 6 minutes, and 
the Senator from Wyoming has 27 min
utes. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I yield back all time 
except any that may be consumed by 
quorum calls. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair points out to the Senator from 
C~lifornia that under the precedents, 6 
nunutes is not enough time to suggest 
the absence of a quorum. The Senator 
may yield back the time and then sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I yield back all my 
time. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I yield 
back my time. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PR~SIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY NA
TIONAL SECURITY AND MILI
TARY APPLICATIONS OF NUCLEAR 
ENERGY AUTHORIZATIONS, 1980 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President 

I ask unanimous consent that the Senaui 
proceed temporarily to the consideration 
of Calendar No. 208. That measure is 
scheduled for consideration following 
the pending measure and vote will not 
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occur on the Humphrey amendment 
until 2:30 p.m. So there are 15 minutes 
that the Senate could utilize in perhaps 
getting some opening statements out on 
the Department of Energy bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A b111 (S. 673) to authorize appropriations 

for the Department of Energy for national 
security programs for fiscal year 1980 and 
fiscal year 1981, and for other purposes, 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to the consideration of the 
bill, which had been reported from the 
Committee on Armed Services with an 
amendment, and from the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources with 
amendments. 

The amendment of the Committee on 
Armed Services is to strike all after the 
enacting clause and insert the following: 

That this Act may be cited as the "Depart
ment of Energy National Security and Mili
tary Applications of Nuclear Energy Author
ization Act of 1980". 

TITLE I-NATIONAL SECURITY 
PROGRAMS 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

SEC. 101. Funds are hereby authorized to 
be appropriated to the Department of Energy 
for fiscal year 1980 for operating expenses 
incurred in carrying out national security 
programs, including scientific research and 
development in support of the armed serv
ices, strategic and critical materials neces
sary for the common defense, and mUitary 
applications of nuclear energy, and related 
management and support activities, as 
follows: 

(1) For Weapons Activities, $1,428,741,000. 
(2) For Verification and Control Tech

nology, $36,800,000. 
(3) For Materials Production, $343,848,000. 
(4) For Defense Waste Management, 

$196,501,000. 
PLANT AND CAPrrAL EQUIPMENT 

SEc. 102. Funds are hereby authorized to 
be appropriated to the Department of Energy 
for fiscal year 1980 for plant and capital 
eqUipment, inolucting planning, ooiilStruc
tion, acq'Uisition, or modification of fac111ties 
(including land acquisition), and fabrication 
of capital equipment not related to construc
tion, and related management and support 
B~Ctivolties. necessary for national security 
programs, as follows: 

(1) For weapons activities: 
Project 8()..-.AE-4, Addition to computer 

fa.cild.ty, Sa.n.dia Laboratories, Livermore, 
California, $2,800,000. 

Project 80-AE-5, Ground launched cn1ise 
missUe (GLOM) warhead production faclll
ties, va.rtous locations, $4,000,000. 

Project 8Q-AE-6, Ut111ties and equipment 
restoration, replacement and upgrade, vari
ous locations, $39,400,000. 

Project 80-AE-7, Relocate water towers 
Mound Faoility, Miamisburg, Ohio, $1,400,000: 

Project 80-AE-8, Advanced size reduction 
f81Cil1ty, Rock Flats Plant, Golden, Colorado, 
$10,000,000. 

Project 80-AE-9, New polymer production 
faciLity, Bendix Plant, Kansas City, Missouri, 
$1,400,000. 

Project 80-AE-10, Additional loading fa
c111ties, Savannah River Plant, Aiken, South 
CaroNna, $3,500,000. 

Project 80-GPP-1, General plant projects 
$25,400,000. ' 

Project 80-PE&D-1, Plant engineering and 
design, $16,700,000. 

Project 71-9, Fire, safety, a.nd adequacy of 
operating conditions projects, various loca-

tions, an additional sum of $7,000,000, for a 
total project authoil."iza.tion of $287,000,000. 

Project 77-11-c, 8" Artillery Fired Atomic 
Projectile (AFAP) production facilities, vari
ous locations, an additional sum of $4,-
600,000, for a total project authorization of 
$27,200,000. 

Project 78-16-d, Weapons safeguards, vari
ous locations, an additional sum of $2,-
000,000, for a total project authorization of 
$28,000,000. 

Project 78-16-g, Radioactive liquid waste 
improvement, Los Alamos SCientific Labora
tory, New Mexico, an additional sum of 
$6,200,000, for a total project authorizatioil' 
of $12,500,000. 

Project 79-7-b, Fire protection improve
ments, Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory, 
New Mexico, an additional sum of $2,500,000, 
for a total project authorization of $4,500,000. 

Project 79-7-c, Proton storage ring, Los 
Alamos Scientific Laboratory, New Mexico, an 
additional sum of $16,100,000, for a total 
project authorization of $21,100,000. 

Project 79-7-1, System research and devel
opment laboratory, Sandia. Laboratories, 
Albuquerque, New Mexico, an additional 
sum of $12,000,000, for a total project 
authorization of $13,000,000. 

Project 79-7-n, Utillty system restoration, 
Y-12 plant, Oak Ridge, Tennessee, an addi
tional sum of $15,800,000, for a. total project 
authorization of $18,000,000. 

Project 79-7-o, Universal pilot plant, 
Pantex Plant, Amarillo, Texas, an additional 
sum of $3,900,000, for a total project au
thorization of $7,400,000. 

Capital equipment not related to con
struction, $104,164,000. 

(2) For verification and control technol
ogy for capital equipment not related to 
construction, $1,060,000. 

(3) For materials production: 
Project 80-AE-2, Replace obsolete process

ing fac111ties, HB Line, Savannah River 
South Carolina, $19,000,000. ' 

Project 80-AE-3, Steam generation fa.c111-
ties, Idaho Chemical Processing Plant Idaho 
$23,500,000. ' • 

Project 80-GPP-1, General plant projects 
$15,000,000. ' 

Project 80-PE&D-1, Plant engineering and 
design, $7,000,000. 

Project 77-13-a, Fluorine! dissolution proc
ess and fuel receiving improvements, Idaho 
Chemical Processing Plant, Idaho National 
Engineering Laboratory, Idaho, an additional 
sum of $50,400,000, for a total project auth
orization of $115,400,000. 

Project 78-18-e, Environmental, safety and 
security improvements to waste management 
and materials processing facilities, Richland, 
Washington, an additional sum of $11,500-
000, for a total project authorization of $40,-
000,000. ' 

Project 79-7-i, Transmission and distribu
tion systems upgrading, Richland, Washing
ton, an additional sum of $7,000,000, for a 
total project authorization of $14,000,000. 

Capital equipment not related to construc
tion, $35,000,000. 

(4) For defense waste management. 
Project 80-GPP-1, General plant projects, 

$8,880,000. 
Project 80-PE&D-1, Plant engineering and 

design, $21,320,000. 
Project 77-13-f, Waste Isolation Pilot 

Plant, Delaware Basin, southeast New Mex
ico (A-E, land lease acquisition and long
lead procurement), an additional sum of 
$26,500,000, for a total project authorization 
of $94,500,000. 

Capital equipment not related to construc
tion, $12,000,000. 
TITLE II-MISCELLANEOUS PROGRAMS 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

SEc. 201. Funds are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated to the Department of Energy 

for fiscal year 1980 for operating expenses, in
cluding related management and support ac
tivities, incurred in carrying out the follow
ing programs: 

( 1) For Inertial Confinement Fusion, 
$108,890,000. 

(2) For Naval Reactors Development, 
$241,367,000. 

(3) For Nuclear Materials Security and 
safeguards Development, $43,227,000. 

PLANT AND CAPITAL EQUIPMENT 

SEC. 202. Funds are hereby authorized to 
be appropriated to the Department of Energy 
for fiscal year 1980 for plant and capital 
equipment, including planning, construction, 
acquisition, or modificati9n of facilities (in
cluding land acquisi~), and fabrication 
of capital equipment not related to construc
tion, and related to management and sup
port activities as follows: 

( 1) For inertial confinement fusion 
activities : 

Project 80-PE&n--.1, Plant engineering and 
design, $3,500,000. 

Capital equipment not related to construc
tion, $8,500,000. 

(2) For naval reactors development: 
Project 80-AE-1, Fluids and corrosion test 

facilu,Les upgrading, various locations, 
$17,900,000. 

Project 80-GPP-1, General plant projects, 
$3,300,000. 

Capital equipment not related to construc
tion $15.800,000. 

(3) For nuclear materials security and 
sa :eguards for capital equipment not related 
to construction, $3,400,000. 

T"l.TLE III-GENERAL PROVISIONS 
REPROGRAMMING 

SEc. 301. Except as otherwise provided in 
this Act--

(1) no amount appropriated pursuant to 
this Act may be used for any program in 
excess of 105 percent of the amount author
ized for that program by this Act or $10,000,-
000 more than the amount authorized for 
that program by this Act, whichever is the 
lesser, and 

(2) no amount appropriated pursuant to 
this Act may be used for any program which 
has not been presented to, or requested of, 
the Congress, 
unless (A) a. period of 30 calendar days (not 
including any day in which either House of 
Congress is not in session because of ad
journment of more than three calendar days 
to a day certain) has passed after receipt by 
the appropriate committees of· Congress of 
notice from the Secretary of Energy (herein
after in this title referred to as the "Secre
tary") containing a full and complete state
ment of the action proposed to be taken and 
the facts and circumstances relied upon in 
support of such proposed action, or (B) 
each such committee before the expiration 
of such period has transmitted to the Secre
tary written notice to the effect that such 
committee has no objection to the proposed 
action. In no event may the total amount of 
funds obligated pursuant to this Act exceed 
the total amount of appropriations au
thorized by this Act. 

LIMITS ON GENERAL PLANT PROJECTS 

SEc. 302. (a) The Secretary is authorized to 
carry out any construction project under the 
general plant projects provisions authorized 
by this Act if the total estimated cost of such 
construction project does not exceed 
.$1,000,000. 

(b) If at any time during the construction 
of any general plant project, the estimated 
cost of such project is revised to exceed 
$1,000,000 due to unforeseen cost variations, 
the Secretary shall immediately furnish a 
complete report to the appropriate commit
tPes of" r.nn~<><;c: explaining the reasons for 
the cost variation. 

(c) In no event may the total cost of all 
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general plant projects carried out under this 
Act exceed the total amount authorized to 
be appropriated for such projects under this 
Act. 

(b) In carrying out such project, the Sec
retary shall consult with the Nuclear Reg
ulatory Commission, the Environmental Pro
tection Agency, the United States Geologi
cal Survey, the State of New York, and the 
commercial operator of the service center. 

LIMITS ON CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS 

SEc. 303. (a) Whenever the current esti
mated cost of a construction project author
ized by section 102 or 202 exceeds by more 
than 25 percent the amount authorized for 
such project, such project may not be started 
or additional obligations incurred in connec
tion with such project, as the case may be, 
unless ( 1) a period of 30 calendar days (not 
including any day in which either House of 
Congress is not in session because of ad
journment of more than three days to a day 
certain) has passed after receipt by the ap
propriate committees of Congress of written 
notice from the Secretary containing a full 
and complete statement of the action pro
posed to be taken and the facts and circum
stances relied upon in support of such action, 
or (2) each such committee before the ex
piration of such period has notified the Sec
retary that such committee has no objection 
to the proposed action. 

(b) Subsection (a) shall not apply to any 
construction project which has a current 
estimated cost of less than $5,000,000. 

FUND TRANSFER AUTHORITY 

SEc. 304. To the extent specified in appro
priation Acts, funds appropriated pursuant 
to this Act may be transferred to other agen
cies of the Government for the performance 
of the work for which such funds were ap
propriated, and funds so transferred may be 
merged with the appropriations of the agency 
to which such funds are transferred. 

AUTHORITY FOR CONSTRUCTION DESIGN 

SEc. 305. (a) Within the amounts author
ized by this Act for plant engineering and 
design, the Secretary may carry out advance 
planning and construction desi!Zn and may 
obtain architectual and engineering services 
in connection with construction projects not 
authorized by law. 

(b) In any case in which the estimated 
design cost for any construction project is 
in excess of $300,000, the Secretary shall no
tify the appropriate committees of Congress 
in writing of the details of such project at 
least 30 days before any funds are obllgated 
for design services for such project. 

ADJUSTMENTS FOR PAY INCREASES 

SEc. 306. Appropriations authorized by this 
Act for salary, pay, retirement or other bene
fits for Federal employees may be increased 
by such amounts as may be necessary for in
creases in such benefits authorized by law. 
LIMITS ON THE WASTE ISOLATION PILOT PLANT 

PROJECT 

SEC. 307. (a) With respect to the Waste Iso
lation Pilot Plant construction project, 77-
13-f, none of the funds authorized to be ap
propriated in this pr any other Act may be 
used for purposes other than the pursuit of 
a demonstration project for the long term 
storage of nuclear wastes generated by the 
nuclear weapons research, development, and 
production complex. 

(b) The Secretary shall continue the pur
suit of consultation and concurrence begun 
with the State of New Mexico regarding its 
legitimate concerns in this project. 
WEST VALLEY WASTE DEMONSTRATION PROJECT 

SEc. 308. (a) The Secretary shall carry out 
a nuclear waste management demonstration 
project at the Western New York Nuclear 
8ervice Center, West Valley, New York. Such 
project shall include (1) solidification of the 
high level liquid nuclear wastes which are 
present there, (2) transportation of such 
solidified waste to an appropriate Federal 
repository, and (3) decontamination and de
commissioning of the fac111ties, materials, 
and hardware used in connection with such 
project. 

(c) The Secretary shall seek to complete 
such project within a ten-year period begin
ning on the d·ate of enactment of this Act. 

(d) While such project is being carried 
out, the Secretary shall furnish to the ap
propriate committees of Congress on Febru
ary 1 of each year a progress report on such 
project. Such report shall include a detailed 
description of the activities carried out by 
the Secretary under this section and infor
mation on activities planned for future 
years. 

(e) All costs associated with such project 
during the first year shall be borne by the 
Secretary from amounts authorized to be 
appropriated for defense waste management. 

(f) Nothing in this section shall be con
strued as effecting any of the rights, obliga
tions, or liab111ties of the commercial oper
ator of the service center, the State of New 
York, or any person arising under the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954 or under any other 
law, contractor agreement for the operation, 
maintenance, or decontamination of a.ny 
facilities or property not used in connection 
with such project. The Attorney General of 
the United States may file suit in any court 
of competent jurisdiction to recover appro
priate costs. 

The amendments of the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources are 
as follows: 

On page 18, line 16, strike "$108,890,000" 
and insert "$114,890,000"; 

On page 18, line 20, insert the following: 
(4) For Naval Petroleum Reserves, $78,-

200,000. 
On page 19, line 8, strike "$8,500,000" and 

insert "$15,500,000"; 
On page 19, beginning with line 9, insert 

the following: 
Project 75-3-b High energy laser facility, 

Los Alamos Scientific Labor81tcry, New Mex
ico, an additional sum of $8,000,000, for a 
total prQject authorization of $62,500,000. 

The amendment of the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources are as 
follows: 

That this Act may be cited as the "De
partment of Energy National Security and 
Military Applications of Nuclear Energy Au
thorization Act of 1980". 

TITLE I-NATIONAL SECURITY 
PROGRAMS 

OPERATION EXPENSES 

SEc. 101. Funds are hereby authorized to 
be appropriated to the Department of En
ergy for fiscal year 1980 for operating ex
penses incurred in carrying out national se
curity programs, including scientific research 
and development in support of the armed 
services, strategic and critical materials nec
essary for the common defense, and military 
applications of nuclear energy, and related 
management and support activities, as fol
lows: 

(1) For Weapons Activities, $1,428,741,000. 
(2) For Verification and Control Technol

ogy, $36,800,000. 
(3) For Materials Production, $343,848,-

000. 
(4) For Defense Waste Management, $196,-

501,000. 
PLANT AND CAPITAL EQUIPMENT 

SEc. 102. Funds are hereby authorized to 
be appropriated to the Department of Energy 
for fiscal year 1980 for plant and capital 
equipment, including planning, construc
tion, acquisition, or modification of facUl
ties (including land acquisition), and fabri
cation of capital equipment not related to 

construction, and related management and 
support activities, necessary for national 
~ecurity programs, as follows: 

(1) For weapons activities: 
Project 80-AE-4, Addition to computer fa

cilities, Sandia Laboratories, Livermore, cali
fornia, $2,800,000. 

Project 80-AE-5, Ground launched cruise 
missile (GLCM) warhead production fac111-
ties, various locations, $4,000,000. 

Project 80-~. Ut111ties and equipment 
restoration, replacement and upgrade, vari
ous locations, $39,400,000. 

Project 80-AE-7, Relocate water towers, 
Mound Facility, Miamisburg, Ohio, $1,400,000. 

Project 80-AE-8, Advanced size reduction 
facility, Rocky Flats Plant, Golden, Colorado. 
$10,000,000. 

Project 80-AE-9, New polymer production 
facility, Bendix Plant, Kansas Cilty, Mis
souri, $1,400,000. 

Project 80-AE-10, Additional loading fa
c111ties, Savannah River Plant, Aiken, South 
Carollna, $3,500,000. 

Project 80-GPP-1, General plant projects, 
$25,400,000. 

Project 80-PE&D-1, Plant engineering and 
design, $16,700,000. 

Project 71-9, Fire, safety, and adequacy 
of operating conditions projects, various 
locations, an additional sum of $7,000,000, 
for a total project authorization of $287,-
000,000. 

Project 77-11-c, 8" Artlllery Fired Atomic 
Projectile (AFAP) production fac111ties, vari
ous locations, an additional sum of $4,600,-
000, for a total project authorization of 
$27,200,000. 

Project 78-16-d, Weapons safeguards, vari
ous locations, an additional sum of $2,000,-
000, for a total project authorization of 
$28,000,000. 

Project 78-16-g, Radioactive liquid waste 
improvement, Los Alamos Scientific Labora
tory, New Mexico, an additional sum 
of $6,200,000, for a total project authoriza
tion of $12,500,000. 

Project 79-7-b, Fire protection improve
ments, Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory, 
New Mexico, an additional sum of $2,500,000, 
for a total project authorization of $4,500 -
000. • 

Project 79-7-c, Proton storage ring, Los 
Alamos Scientific Laboratory, New Mexico, an 
additional sum of $16,100,000, for a total 
project authorization of $21,100,000. 

Project 79-7-1, System research and devel
opment laboratory, Sandia Laboratories, Al
buquerque, New Mexico, an additional sum 
of $12,000,000, for a total project authori
zation of $13,000,000. 

Project 79-7-n, Utlllty system restoration, 
Y-12 plant, Oak Ridge, Tennessee, an addi
tional sum of $15,800.000, for a total proj
ect authorization of $18,000,000. 

Project 79-7~. Universal pilot plant, Pan
tex Plant, Amarillo, Texas, an additional 
sum of $3,900,000, for a total project au
thorization of $7,400,000. 

Capital equipment not related to construc
tion, $104,164,000. 

(2) For verification and control technol
ogy for capital equipment not related to 
construction, $1,060,000. 

(3) For materials production: 
Project 80-AE-2, Replace obsolete proc

essing fac111ties, HB Line, Savannah River, 
South Carolina, $19,000,000. 

Project 80-AE-3, Steam generation facUl
ties, Idaho Chemical Processing Plant, Idaho, 
$23,500,000. 

Project 8~PP-1, General plant projects, 
$15,000,000. 

Project 80-PE&D-1, Plant engineering and 
design, $7,000,000. 

Project 77-13-a, Fluorine! dissolution 
process and fuel receiving improvements, 
Idaho Chemical Processing Plant, Idaho Na
tional Engineering Laboratory, Idaho, an ad-
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dltlonal sum of $50,400,000, for a total 
project authorization 01! $115,400,000. 

Project 78-18-e, Environmental, safety and 
security improvements to waste management 
and materials processing fac111ties, Rich
land, Washington, an additiona.l sum of 
$11,500,000, for a total project authorization 
of $40,000,000. 

Project 79-7-i, Transmission and distribu
tion systems upgrading, Richland, Wash
ington, .an additional sum of $7,000,000, for 
a total project authorization of $14,000,000. 

Capital equipment not related to con
struction, $35,000,000. 

(4) For defense waste management: 
Project 80-GPP-1, General plant projects, 

$8,880,000. 
Project 80-PE&D-1, Plant engineering and 

design, $21,320,000. 
Project 77-13-,f, Waste Isolation Pilot 

Plant, Delaware Basin, southeast New Mex
ico (A-E, land lease acquisition and long
lead procurement) , an additional sum of 
$26,500,000, for a total project authorization 
of $94,500,000. 

'Oa.pital equipment not related to construc
tion, $12,000,000. 
TITLE II~MISCELLANEOUS PROGRAMS 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

SEc. 201. Funds are hereby authorized to 
be appropriated to the Department of En
ergy for fiscal year 1980 for operating ex
penses, including related management and 
support activities, incurred in carrying out 
the following programs: 

(1) For Inertial Confinement Fuston, 
$114,890,000. 

(2) For Naval Reactors Development, 
$241,367,000. 

(3) For Nuclear Materials Security and 
Safeguards Development, $43,227,000. 

(4) For Naval Petroleum Reserves, 
$78,200,000. 

PLANT AND CAPITAL EQUIPMENT 

SEc. 202. Funds are hereby authorized to 
be appropriated to the Department of En
ergy for fiscal year 1980 for plant and capital 
equipment, including planning, construc
tion, acquisition, or modification of fac111-
ties (including land acquisition), and fabri
cation of capital equipment, not related to 
construction, and relasted management and 
support activities as follows: 

(1) For inertial confinement fusion 
aottvdties: 

Project 80-PE&D-1, Plant engineering 
and design, $3,500,000. 

Capital equipment nut related to con
struction, $15,500,000. 

Project 75-3-b, High energy laser fac111ty, 
Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory, New Mex
ico, an additional sum of $8,000,000, for a 
total project authorization of $62,500,000. 

(2) For naval reactors development: 
Project 80-AE-1, Fluids and corrosion test 

facdllties upgrading, various locations, 
$17,900,000. 

Project 80-GPP-1, General plant projects, 
$3 ,300,000. 

Capital equipment not related to con
struction, $15,800,000. 

(3) For nuclear materials security and 
safeguards for capital equipment not related 
to construction, $3,400,000. 

TITLE III~ENERAL PROVISIONS 
REPROGRAMMING 

SEC. 301. Except as otherwise provided in 
this Act--

( 1) no amount appropriated pursuant to 
this Act may be used for any program in 
excess of 105 percent of the amount author
ized for tha.t program by this Act or 
$10,000,000 more than the amount author-

. ized for that program by this Act, whdch
ever is the lesser, and 

(2) no a.Illount appropriated pursuant to 
this Act may be used !or any program which 
has not been presented to, or requested of, 
the Congress, 

unless (A) a period of 30 calendar days (not 
including any day in which either House of 
Congress is not in session because of 
adjournment of more than three calendar 
days to a day certain) has passed after 
receipt by the appropriate committees of 
Congress of notd.ce from the Secretary of 
Energy (hereinafter 1n this title referred to 
as the "Secretary") containing a full and 
complete statement of the action proposed 
to be taken and the facts and circumstances 
relied upon in support of such proposed 
action, or (B) each such committee before 
the expiration of such period has trans
mitted to the Secretary written notice to 
the effect that such committee has no objec
tdon to the proposed action. In no event 
may the total amount of funds obligated 
pursuant to this Act exceed the total 
amount of appropriations authorized by this 
Act. 

LIMITS ON GENERAL PLANT PROJECTS 

SEc. 302. (a) The secretary is authorized 
oo carry out any construction project under 
the general plant projects provisions author
ized by this Act 1f the total estimated cost 
of such construction p.rojoot does not exceed 
$1,000,000. 

(b) If at any time during the construction 
of any general plant project, the estimated 
cost of such project is revised to exceed 
$1,000,000 due to unforeseen cost variations, 
the Secretary shall immediately furnish a 
complete report to the appropriate commit
tees of Congress explaining the reasons for 
the cost variation. 

(c) In no event may the total cost of all 
general plant projects carried out under this 
Act exceed the total amount authorized to 
be appropriated for such projects under this 
Act. 

LIMITS ON CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS 

SEc. 303. (a) Whenever the current esti
mated cost of a construction project author
ized by section 102 or 202 exceeds by more 
than 25 percent the amount authorized for 
such project, such project may not be started 
or additional obligations incurred in connec
tion with such project, as the case may be, 
unless ( 1) a period of 30 calendar days (not 
including any day in which either House of 
Congress is not in session because of adjourn
ment of more than three days to a day cer
tain) has passed after receipt by the appro
priate committees of Congress of written· 
notice from the Secretary containing a full 
and complete statement of the action pro
posed to be taken and the facts and circum
stances relied upon in Fupport of such 
action, or (2) each such committee before 
the expiration of such period has notified 
the Secretary that such committee has no 
objection to the proposed action. 

(b) Subsection (a) shall not apply to any 
construction project which has a current 
estimated cost of less than $5,000,000. 

FUND TRANSFER AUTHORITY . 

SEc. 304. To the extent specified in appro
priation Acts, funds appropriated pursuant 
to this Act may be transferred to other 
agencies of the Government for the perform
ance of the work for which such funds were 
appropriated, and funds so transferred may 
be merged with the appropriations of the 
agency to which such funds are transferred. 

AUTHORITY FOR CONSTRUCTION DESIGN 

SEc 305. (a) Within the amounts author
ized by this Act for plant engineering and 
design, the Secretary may carry out advance 
planning and· construction design and may 
obtain architectual and engineering services 
in connection with construction projects not 
authorized by law. 

(b) In any case in which the estimated 
design cost for any construction project 1s 
in excess of $300,000, the Secretary shall 
notify the appropriate committees of Con
gress in writing of the details o! suc.h project 
at least 30 days before any funds are obli
gated !or design services for such project. 

ADJUSTMENTS FOR PAY INCREASES 

SEC. 306. Appropriations authorized by this 
Act for salary, pay, retirement or other bene
fits for Federal employees may be increased 
by such amounts as may be necessary for 
increases in such benefits authorized by law. 
LIMITS ON THE WASl'E ISOLATION PU.OT PLANT 

PROJECT 

SEc. 307. (a) With respect to the Waste 
Isolation Pilot Plant construction project, 
77-13-f, none 01! the funds authorized to be 
appropriated in this or any other Act may be 
used for purposes other than the pursuit of 
a demonstration project for the long term 
storage of nuclear wastes generated by the 
nuclear weapons research, development, and 
production complex. 

(b) The Secretary shall continue the pur
suit of consultation and concurrence begun 
with the State of New Mexico regarding its 
legitimate concerns in this project. 
WEST VALLEY WASTE DEMONSTRATION PROJECT 

SEc. 308. (a) The secretary shall carry out 
a nuclear waste management demonstration 
project at the Western New York Nuclear 
Service Center, West Valley, New York. Such 
project shall include (1) solidification of the 
high level liquid nuclear wastes which are 
present there, (2) transportation of such 
solidified waste to an appropriate Federal re
pository, and (3) decontamination and de
commissioning of the !ac1lities, materials, 
and hardware used in connection with such 
project. 

(b) In carrying out such project, the Sec
retary shall consult with the Nuclear Regu
latory Commission, the Environmental Pro
tection Agency, the United States Geological 
Survey, the State of New York, and the com
merical operator of the service center. 

(c) The Secretary shall seek to complete 
such project within a ten-year periOd begin
ning on the date of enactment of this Act. 

(d) While such project is being carried out, 
the Secretary shall furnish to the appropriate 
committees of Congress on February 1 of 
each year a progress report on such project. 
Such report shall include a detailed de
scription of the activities carried out by the 
Secretary under this section and information 
on activities planned for future years. 

(e) All costs associated with such proj
ect during the first year shall be borne by 
the secretary from amounts authorized to be 
appropriated for defense waste management. 

(f) Nothing in this section shall be con
strued as affecting any of the rights, obliga
tions, or liab111 ties of the commercial op
erator of the service center, the State of New 
York, or any person arising under the Atomic 
Energy Act 01! 1954 or under any other law, 
contractor agreement for the operation, 
maintenance, or decontamination of any fa
em ties or property not used in connection 
with such pro1ect. The Attorney General of 
the United States may file suit in any court 
of competent jurisdiction to recover appro
priate costs. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sen
ator from Washington. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, the bill 
before the Senate, S: 673, authorizes ap
propriations for the research, develop
ment, production, maintenance, and re
tirement of nuclear weapons. Allied pro
grams, involving inertial confinement 
fusion, naval reactors development, and 
security and safeguards, are also in
cluded. 

The ma.iority of the programs included 
in this bill are under the jurisdiction 
of the Committee on Anned Services; 
however, several · programs have po
tential civilian application and are, 
therefore, jointly reviewed by the Com
mittees on Anned Services and Energy 
and Natural Resources. 
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I should emphasize that in the devel

opment and production of nuclear weap
ons, the Department of Energy acts as 
a "contractor" for the Defense Depart
ment. The Defense Department de
fines its nuclear weapons require
ments-necessary scheduling as well as 
weapon characteristics-and the Energy 
Department produces the nuclear weap
ons to meet those requirements. The bill 
before us authorizes the appropriations 
necessary to meet those production 
schedules. 

The administration requested new 
budget authority for these programs 
in the amount of $3,053,988,000. Rec
ommendations by the Armed Services 
Committee reduced that request by 
about $85,000,000 to $2,968,798,000. Rec
ommendations by the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources would 
increase the Armed Services Committee 
total by $18,300,000. The resultant fig
ure for new authority is well below the 
President's request. 

Never has the production of nuclear 
weapons been more important. , On the 
eve of the debate on the SALT n Trea
ty, it is painfully obvious that we must 
maintain a credible, reliable nuclear de
terrent. Only such a deterrent force can 
forestall the unthinkable prospect of nu
clear war. Notwithstanding the neces
sity to maintain a credible nuclear de
terrent, there are a few impressions held 
by the general public that need to be 
corrected: 

First, the number of nuclear weapons 
in the inventory is not increasing sig
nificantly-basically we are bringing new 
weapons into the inventory at about the 
same rate that we are decommissioning 
and dismantling old, obsolete weapons. 

Second, the total yield in our stockpile 
is going down; as accuracy improves, 
equivalent damage can be assured at 
lower yield levels. 

Finally, the weapons that are being 
produced today are being optimized for 
reliability and safety. These nuclear 
weapons are more capable and, there
fore, more effective as deterrents. Fur
thermore, improved protective features 
being designed and built into today's 
weapons virtually eliminate the danger 
of accidental or unauthorized detona
tions. 

The committee report highlights sev
eral areas of special concern. Let me 
elaborate on two of those concerns. 

One of the unique national assets 
available to this country is the system of 
three research and development labora
tories that do the developmental work on 
nuclear weapons. Since the early 1950's 
Los Alamos, Lawrence Livermore, and 
Sandia Laboratories have kept this coun
try well out in front of its potential ad
versaries in nuclear weapons technology. 
I often reflect on the foresight and good 
judgment of the creators of these labora
tories who perceived the desirability of 
friendly competition that exists and has 
existed between Los Alamos and Liver
more 

After all, where else would you find a 
knowledgeable, qualified expert to criti
cally assess a nuclear weapon R. & D. ef
fort if you did not have a competing la:b
oratory? Unfortunately, these labora-

tories <which, by the way, contribute 
heavily in research areas other than nu
clear weapons> are coming under in
creasing pressure from antinuclear in
terests. The contractural arrangements 
between Los Alamos and Livermore and 
the University of California, that have 
functioned so effectively since the lab
oratories were founded, seem to be com
ing apart-largely the result of antinu
clear pressures and California politics. I 
am disturbed to see this situation devel
op.-but one thing should be made abso
lutely clear. These laboratories are ana
tional asset-they do not "belong'' to a 
university, a State, or a region. 

If the contractural arrangement with 
the University of California proves to be 
unsatisfactory, then the Energy Depart
ment and the administration should act 
rapidly to find a new contractor or set up 
a new procedure for administering the 
laboratories. Should it become necessary, 
the Congress will have to legislate an
other arrangement for these laboratories. 
The capability provided by these labs is 
the cornerstone on which our national 
security is built. We cannot let that ca
pability be diluted. 

My second concern involves the re
cent rash of attempts to print nuclear 
weapons secrets in open publications. I 
cannot comprehend the rationale that 
leads some to suggest that making pub
lic nuclear secrets is in the national in
terest. I am specifically referring to the 
Moreland article that the Progressive 
magazine is seeking to print. According 
to knowledgeable people in the nuclear 
business, the information in that article 
could reduce by up to 5 years the time 
necessary for a potential nuclear state 
to produce a fusion weapon. I do not 
know how accurate that assessment is, 
but if, by its publication, the article con
tributes to nuclear proliferation, it would 
violate the provisions of the Atomic En
ergy Act. I applaud the action of the ad
ministration and the courts to date on 
this issue. I sincerely hope that the pro
visions of the Atomic Energy Act will be 
strictly enforced. 

Mr. President, I am confident that we 
bring to the Senate a good bill and I 
urge its favorable consideration. 

Mr. President, there is agreement on 
both sides. The action here by the com
mittee was unanimous. 

I yield to my distinguished friend from 
Texas, Mr. TOWER. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I thank 
my· distinguished colleague from Wash
ington. 

Mr. President, when the Joint Com
mittee on Atomic Energy was abolished 
on February 4, 1977, in accordance with 
Senate Resolution 4, its responsibilities 
were divided between the Armed Serv
ices Committee and the Energy Commit
tee. This legislation, S. 673, dealing with 
the military applications of atomic en
ergy has been referred jointly to these 
two committees. A companion bill, S. 
688, deals with the civilian use of atomic 
energy and was referred only to the En
ergy Committee. 

Title I of S. 673 deals with weapons ac
tivities, verification and control tech
nology, materials production, and de
fense waste management. For these pur-

poses the committee recommended $2.5 
billion, or about $80 million less than 
the President requested. 

Title II of the bill deals with inertial 
confinement fusion, naval reactor devel
opment, security and safeguards, and 
naval petroleum reserves, and was 
jointly referred. The combined recom
mendations for these items totaled $540 
million. 

Recognizing the importance of our 
nuclear weapons programs, in this age 
of the Soviet strategic arms buildup, 
and efforts at strategic arms limita
tions, the committee took a particularly 
close look at the weapons activities of 
the Department of Energy. 

The recommendation of the committee 
includes authorization for the delivery 
of five nuclear weapons-the W-78 Min
uteman III, the W-7 Trident, and the 
W-20-3 Lance missile warheads and two 
bombs-the B-61-3 and B-61-4. Prede
livery production expenditures are also 
authorized for the W-80-1 air-launched 
cruise missile, the W-84 ground-launch
ed cruise missile, the W-79 8-inch artil
lery projectile, and the B-83 modem 
strategic bomb. 

The committee also examined the de
velopment of new or modified war
heads for follow-on strategic and tacti
cal nuclear weapons systems anticipated 
in the 1980's. For example, the fiscal 
year 1980 recommendation will include 
research and development programs re
lated to the W-79 8-inch artillery round, 
the W-80 air-launched cruise missile 
warhead, the W-84 ground-launched 
cruise missile warhead, and the B-83 
strategic bomb, along with other pro
grams. 

Also; requirements related to the MX 
missile, the Trident II SLBM, the ad
vanced strategic air-launched missile, 
and the Pershing II missile are antici
pated. 

Over the last several years, this com
mittee has carefully examined the de
velopment of enhanced radiation <ER) I 
neutron warheads for the W-70-3 Lance 
missile and the W-79 8-inch artillery 
projectile. In last year's fiscal year 1979 
report, the committee recommended 
that enhanced radiation components for 
these warheads "be procured and made 
ready for contingency deployment." The 
committee made this recommendation 
based on the assumption supported by 
testimony that procurement of these 
components would permit rapid deploy
ment of ER weapons to Europe if re
quired. 

However, in this year's hearings, the 
committee has learned that ER com
ponents being produced will not be 
ready for contingency deployment. Be
cause of the lengthy delay involved, the 
committee wonders if production of ER 
components is providing us with any 
timely ER capability at all. For that 
reason, the committee has requested the 
Department of Defense and the Depart
ment of Energy to review this situation 
and provide a joint report on deploy
ment schedules under various produc
tion options. 

Because of its belief in the need for 
an ER capability, the committee re
quested a report from the Department 
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of Defense last year on the timing of a 
final decision on production and deploy
ment of ER weapons. The report re
ceived was considered by this committee 
to be unresponsive. Speaking for the 
administration, Deputy Secretary of De
fense Duncan reiterated the remarks by 
the President on April 7, 1978, I quote: 

The ultimate decision regarding the incor
poration o! enhanced radiation features into 
our modernized battlefield weapons will be 
made later and wm be influenced by the de
gree to which the Soviet Union shows re
straint in its arms programs and force 
deployments affecting the security of the 
United States and western Europe. 

Duncan concluded: 
The Admlnlstra tion has not yet reached 

a judgment regarding Soviet restraint nor is 
there a specific timetable !or doing so. 

Because this response gives the com
mittee no better information than it 
had a year ago, on the timing and cri· 
teria for an "ultimate decision," the 
committee has renewed its request of the 
Secretary of Defense for a responsive 
report on that subject. 

The committee remains committed to 
weapons design and deployment philos
ophies which stress effectiveness, relia
bility, safety and security. Our budget 
recommendations provide funding for 
the surveillance and maintenance of ex
isting stockpile weapons for the develop
ment of fail-safe systems to prevent ac
cidental detonation or tampering and 
upgrading equipment associated with 
the nuclear weapons complex. Overall, 
the committee recommended $1.7 billion 
for weapons activities, about $20 million 
more than the budget request. 

In recent years, the United States has 
conducted a restrained but steady nu
clear weapons testing program. How
ever, the authorization request for fiscal 
year 1980 is significantly lower than the 
request for fiscal year 1979. This re
duction is the result of budgetary con
straints and the assumption that a 
comprehensive test ban treaty is near 
and would cut short any programs 
underway. The committee believes that 
certain warhead options being considered 
for M-X and Trident should not yet be 
foreclosed. It believes that nuclear 
weapons testing should continue at a 
sustained level until such testing is lim
ited by actual international agreement. 
For that reason, the committee restored 
funding for the fiscal year 1980 nuclear 
weapons testing program back to the 
flscal year 1979 level. 

The committee's decision to maintain 
the level of nuclear weapons testing 
should not be viewed as a premature 
judgment on the merits of a comprehen
sive test ban treaty. However, the com
mittee has sought, in its recommenda
tions, to address two of the problems 
associated with a comprehensive test 
ban treaty; namely, verification and the 
reliability of the nuclear weapons stock
pile. The fiscal year 1980 verification pro
gram includes the demonstration of the 
technical feasibility of a regional seismic 
detection system and includes the pro
duction of certain "National Seismic Sta
tions" which might be deployed in con-

junction with a comprehensive test ban 
treaty. 

Satellite sensors designed to detect nu
clear explosions in the atmosphere are 
also being funded. Thus, the committee 
recommends taking the first steps toward 
producing the actual hardware which 
would be necessary to help detect Soviet 
nuclear tests which might be limited or 
banned under possible test ban treaties. I 
should note that in its fiscal year 1979 
supplemental authorization bill, the 
committee also gave its support to re
search in this area by the Defense Ad
vanced Research Projects Agency. 

With respect to maintaining the reli
ability of the nuclear weapons stockpile, 
conducting a sustained level of nuclear 
weapons testing now should assist in 
evaluating and maintaining the reliabil
ity of our nuclear weapons stockpile 
under a comprehensive test ban. Also, 
it should help to maintain the expertise 
necessary to evaluate and correct reli
ability problems in our nuclear weapons 
during a comprehensive test ban. 

The committee believes that a strong 
technological base related to nuclear 
weapons physics and related technolo
gies is vital to our national security. The 
committee is concerned about the declin
ing emphasis on defense programs at our 
Nation's nuclear weapons laboratories. 
Since 1970, funding for defense R. & D. 
has been reduced by about 20 percent in 
real terms and manpower has been re
duced nearly 25 percent. 

At Lawrence Livermore Laboratory 
and Los Alamos Laboratory, only about 
half of the workload is for defense pro
grams. The committee has taken no ac .. 
tion to redirect the nondefense activi
ties at the nuclear weapons labs, but it 
has served notice that it will watch this 
development carefully. The committee 
did, however, add $7.5 million to increase, 
by 50 man-years at each laboratory, the 
amount of effort being devoted to basic 
nuclear weapons research. The commit
tee was concerned that budget restraints 
were impinging too severely on the vital 
intellectual center of our nuclear weap
ons sciences. 

The DOE military applications au
thorization bill provides not only for the 
design and procurement of nuclear 
weapons but also for the security and 
safeguard of those weapons and for the 
disposal of nuclear wastes created by 
defense programs. This bill, s. 673, pro
vides funding for physical security tech
nologies and nuclear materials manage
ment technologies which will prevent 
the unauthorized acquisition and use of 
nuclear materials. This program also 
provides technical data for international 
safeguard programs. 

Inevitably, defense nuclear programs 
produce transuranic and other high
level radioactive wastes for which safe 
disposal is required. Acceleration of the 
transfer of existing high-level wastes to 
new facilities will be accelerated under 
the fiscal year 1980 budget. 

In particular, the committee supports 
the original objective of the Waste Iso
lation Pilot Plant <WIPP) program in 
New Mexico. WIPP began as a demon-

stration project to store nuclear wastes 
created by defense nuclear weapons pro
grams. More recently, the program was 
expanded to include storage of civilian 
reactor wastes, a proposal which has 
generated much local controversy. 

The committee believes that the De
partment of Energy should take into 
account the legitimate concerns of the 
State of New Mexico. Nevertheless, the 
committee has recommended that the 
WIPP project be redirected to its orig
inal objectives, and that the focus should 
be on the long-term storage of defense 
nuclear waste only. This should reduce 
many of the concerns of the people of 
New Mexico, while at the same time 
facilitating this project so important to 
our national security. 

In s. 673, the committee continued its 
support for the inertial confinement 
fusion programs which provide some 
important spinoff for nuclear weapons 
technology, even as it offers future 
energy production possibilities. In S. 
673, the committee also continued its 
strong support for our naval reactor 
development program. The amount re
quested for that program was approved. 

On a related issue, I would like to in
sert the following remarks from my col
league, Senator WILLIAM COHEN Of 
Maine: 

I would like to express my continued con
cern over the progress of the government's 
efforts to fully investigate the problem o! 
low-level radiation for federal workers. My 
constitutents working at the Portsmouth 
Naval Shipyard and workers at other in
stallations across the country have heard 
reports that the radiation exposure may 
constitute a health hazard and they have 
patiently been awaiting definitive informa
tion based on thorough research. As I have 
said in various hearings at which this situa
tion has been d.lscussed, I am not satisfied 
that the government 1s doing all it can, as 
expeditiously as at ca.n, to provide the real 
answers that are needed. It is critical that 
the workers at Portsmouth and their coun
terparts be given the !acts, so that un
necessary fears can be allayed and so that 
they know just where they stand. DOE has, 
I know, undertaken the study through Johns 
Hopkins University which appears to be per
haps the most complete to be initiated to 
date. With plans for combining various re
search efiol"ts under one umbrella, I continue 
to seek assurances that there will be no 
delays and that quality research efforU; will 
provide some answers at the earliest point 
possible under the highest scientific stand
ards and controls. 

I simply want to associate myself with 
the remarks of my distinguished col
league, Senator JACKSON, and note that, 
in summary, the committee recom
mended $2.9 billion for the Depart
ment of Energy military application au
thorization or $85 million less than the 
President requested. However, our rec
ommendations were based upon care
ful policy and management judgments 
and I believe our overall recom
mendations enhance and strengthen our 
defense nuclear programs. I urge all of 
my colleagues to join in support of S. 
673 as reported by the Senate Armed 
Services Committee. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, as pre
viously mentioned, the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources had joint 
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referral of title n, which includes four 
defense-related programs with potential 
civilian applications-the Nuclear Mate
rials Security and Safeguards, Inertial 
Confinement Fusion, Naval Reactor De
velopment programs, and Naval Petro
leum Reserves. 

The Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources held hearings on the budget 
request for these programs, and recom
mended four amendments to the amend
ment in the nature of a substitute 
reported by the Senate Armed Services 
Committee. The Energy Committee rec
ommended amendments were as follows: 

On page 18, line 22, strike the figure 
"$108,980,000," and insert "$114,890,000." 

On page 19, line 1, insert "(D) For Naval 
Petroleum Reserves, $78,200,000." 

On page 19, line 13, strike the figure "$8,-
500,000" and insert "$15,500,000." 

On page 19, lines 14 through 17, insert the 
following: 

Project 75-3-b, High Energy laser !ac111ty, 
Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory, New Mex
ico, an additional sum o! $8,000,000 !or a 
total project authorization o! $62,500,000; 

The first amendment pertains to the 
initial confinement fusion program funds 
for operating expenses. The Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources recom
mended an increase in the authorization 
for operating expenses by $6 million for 
activities which may lead to the perfec
tion of laser fusion as an energy source. 
Of this amount $5.5 million is intended 
for additional expenses associated with 
operating a 12 terawatt National Laser 
Users Facility. The remaining $0.5 mil
lion is for increased operating funds for 
industrial activities involving upgrading 
an existing laser to the 4 tera watt level. 

By adopting the third amendment, the 
committee increased the authorization 
for capital equipment not related to 
construction by $7 million for laser 
fusion activities. Of the increase $2.5 
million is for equipment needed to im
prove diagnostic and data collection 
capabilities at the 12 terawatt Na.
tional Laser Users Facility. An additional 
$4.5 million is intended for capital equip
ment procurement needed to upgrade 
an existing industrial laser system to 
the 4 terawatt level and to procure addi
tional diagnostic equipment necessary to 
interpret experiments. 

The committee also expressed its con
tinued support for the on-going activi
ties in the initial confinement fusion pro
gram at the national laboratories and 
other research centers as provided for 
in the President's budget. By its action 
to increase the funding for energy-re
lated activities, the committee is not sug
gesting that a reallocation of funds with
in the program should be made if addi
tional funds are not appropriated for 
these purposes. 

The committee in its fourth amend
ment merely approved the additional au
thorization of $8,000,000 requested in the 
budget submitted to the Congress for 
project 75-3-b, high energy laser facility, 
Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory, N. 
Mex. The increased authorization would 
provide for the current total estimated 
cost of $62.5 million even though the 
appropriations for the Project including 
the fiscal year 1980 request do not exceed 
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the existing statutory authorization 
level. 

Because the existing authorization is 
sufficient to provide for the additional 
appropriation in the fiscal year 1980 re
quest, the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources is willing to accede 
to the Armed Services Committee posi
tion that no increased authorization is 
necessary this fiscal year. However, this 
agreement is not to be construed as a 
lack of commitment to completion of 
project 75-3-b. When additional au
thorization is requested, then the com
mittee expects to approve it. 

In its second amendment the commit
tee approved an increase of $5,300,000 
for the authorization for the Naval Pe
troleum Reserves. This increase !rom 
$72,900,000 to $78,200,000 will allow con
tinuation of the hydrocarbon exploration 
program at Naval Petroleum Reserves 
No.1 and No.2 in both the Stevens and 
Cameros zones. The committee wishes to 
point out that the exploratory drilling 
has added, to date, 25,000,000 barrels of 
additional oil reserves. By adopting this 
amendment the Committee rejected the 
idea inherent in the budget request that 
the search for oil and gas on the Naval 
Petroleum Reserves <NPR> be termi
nated. However, the Senate Armed Serv
ices Committee deleted funding for the 
NPR program with the explicit objective 
of enacting legislation, H.R. 3354 to pro
vide direction to the NPR program. 

As chairman of the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources, I have 
written to the chairman of the Commit
tee on Armed Services and asked for re
referral of H.R. 3354 when it is reported 
from that committee. With the prospect 
of enacting separate legislation, the Com
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources 
will accede to the recommendation to de
lete the NPR program funding from this 
bill. 

While the committee did not recom
mend changes in the budget request for 
the naval reactor development or nu
clear materials security and safeguards 
program, the committee noted that last 
year it had recommended initiation of a 
program for. training foreign nationals 
in safeguards techniques using existing 
facilities, such as the Barnwell Nuclear 
Fuel Plant to carry out section 202 of 
Public Law 95-242. To date, the DOE has 
not followed that committee directive. 
The committee strongly reiterated its in
tent that the DOE implement a pilot 
project at the Barnwell Plant in safe
guards training, utilizing the safeguards 
systems developed with the fiscal year 
1979 program funding. In fact, such a 
training program could still be initiated 
with available funding in fiscal year 1979 
to lay the groundwork for a fiscal year 
1980 program. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I yield 
to the distinguished senior Senator from 
Idaho to offer an amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Floor 
amendments are not in order. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amendment 
of the Committee on Armed Services in 
the nature of a substitute, and the two 
amendments of the Committee on En
ergy and Natural Resources on page 18, 

line 16, and on page 19, line 8, be agreed 
to and that the amendments as agreed 
to be considered as original text of the 
bill for purposes of further amendment, 
and that the other amendments of the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources be rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
MoYNIHAN). Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I yield 
to the senior Senator from Idaho. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 265 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I thank 
my good friend, the Senator from Wash
ington, very much for yielding. 

I send to the desk an unprinted 
amendment and ask that it be reported. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will report. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

The Senator !rom Idaho (Mr. CHURCH) 
proposes a.n unprinted am~ndment num
bered 265: 

On page 13, Une 22, strike "$196,501,000" 
and insert in Ueu thereof "$216,501,000". 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, this 
amendment deals with the defense 
waste management program, which is an 
area of great importance to those States 
in which nuclear waste from the defense 
prograins are currently stored. These 
wastes have been stored in temporary 
and interim facilities since the begin
ning of the defense nuclear programs. 
We still today do not have permanent 
solutions in hand for disposing of these 
hazardous materials. For instance, in 
Idaho we have stored vast amounts of 
transuranic waste from the nuclear 
weapons program over the largest aqui
fer in the State. The waters from this 
aquifer are used for irrigation purposes 
and actually feed the waters of the Snake 
River which is so important to the overall 
economy of the State of Jdaho. For more 
than 10 years, the Atomic Energy Com
mission, the Energy Research and Devel
opment Administration, and now the 
Department of Energy have made prom
ises to the people of th~ State of Idaho 
that these wastes would be removed. It is 
crucial to fulfilling this promise that the 
nuclear waste activities for defense pro
grams be maintained at an adequate 
level. 

There are also activities at the Han
ford Reservation in the State of Wash
ington and at the Savannah River Res
ervation in South Carolina which, as I 
am sure the senior Senator from Wash
ington fully agrees, need immediate and 
on-going attention. There is an oppor
tunity, with additional funds in the de
fense waste management program, to 
improve the status of existing waste 
storage and move toward permanent 
waste storage repositories. 

I certainly do not mean by this 
amendment to be critical of the Senate 
Armed Services Committee for the re
ductions in the budget request which 
they have recommended to the Senate. 
In this year of tight budgets and the 
need to reign in excessive government 
spending, I heartily concur in the need 
for economy and strong justification for 
the use of funds where programs are 



15188 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE June 18, 1979 

growing. However, the urgency of the 
nuclear waste management problem in 
the mind of the American public is such 
that if we are in err in funding for the 
defense waste management program, 
then I would hope that we would err on 
the side of being too aggressive. We must 
solve problems in the interim-storage, 
long-term storage, and transportation 
areas which cannot be achieved without 
adequate funding. In particular, if we 
succeed in convincing the House of Rep
resentatives to continue the waste iso
lation pilot project <WIPP) in New 
Mexico, then we need to accelerate activ
ities such as the Slagging Pyrolysis In
cinerator Facility at the Idaho National 
Engineering Laboratory and to develop 
the transportation system for moving 
the wastes from Idaho to WIPP. 

For these reasons, I am offering an 
amendment to restore $20 million of the 
$53.3 million reduction in the adminis
tration's request to Congress for operat
ing expenses associated with the defense 
waste management program. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I sup
port this amendment. The original 
budget submission for defense waste 
management was $347 million. That has 
been cut substantially in the Senate 
Armed Services Committee and even 
more · in action taken by the House 
Armed Services Committee. This in
crease offered by Senator CHURCH will 
give us a better posture in conference. 
It is needed, and I support it. 

Mr. CHURCH. I thank the Senator 
very much, and I move the adoption of 
the amendment, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do the 
Senators yield back their time? 

Mr. JACKSON. I yield back my time. 
Mr. CHURCH. I yield back my time. 
Mr. TOWER. I associate myself with 

the Senator from Washington in ac
cepting the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Idaho. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I move 

to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. JACKSON. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 266 

(Purpose: To increase the authorization for 
funds for weapons activities testing by 
$12,800,000 and authorization for funds for 
steam plant improvements at Oak Ridge, 
Tennessee, by $15,500,000) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Washington. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Washington (Mr. JAcK

soN) proposes an unprinted amendment 
numbered 266. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 13, llne 18, strike out "$1,428,741,-

000" and insert in lieu thereof "$1,441,541,-
000". 

On page 15, between lines 19 a.nd 20, insert 
the following: 

Project 78-_18-d, steam plant improve
ments, Y-12 Plant, Oak Ridge, Tennessee, an 
additional sum of $15,500,000, for a total 
project authorization of $25,500,000. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, after 
the Committee on Armed Services had 
ordered this bill reported, a requ~st was 
received from the administration for 
supplemental authorization for two items 
in the :fiscal year 1979 Department of 
Energy National Defense Programs Act. 
I ask unanimous consent that a copy of 
that request be placed in the RECORD at 
the conclusion of my statement on this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. JACKSON. On June 6, 1979, the 

Armed Services Committee discussed this 
proposea :fiscal year 1979 supplemental 
request and unanimously voted to add 
the items as a committee amendment to 
the pending measure. 

As I mentioned, the request involves 
two items. First, there is an increase of 
$12.8 million to permit the Department 
of Energy to do two additional nuclear 
weapons tests. Second, there is an in
crease of $15.5 million to install air pol
lution equipment at the central steam 
plant in Oak Ridge, Tenn. Details of the 
request are in the administration's letter 
which I have made a part of the RECORD. 
The total addition of $28.3 million still 
leaves the bill about $44 million under 
the President's request. 

Mr. President, I move the adoption of 
the amendment. 

ExHIBIT 1 
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY, 

Washington, D.C., May 17, 1979. 
Hon. WALTER F. MoNDALE, 
President of the Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I am transmitting 
herewith a draft bill prepared by the De
partment of Energy (DOE). Also enclosed is 
a section-by-section analysis of the draft 
bill. 

The blll would amend Public Law 95-509, 
the FY1979 authorization for appropriations 
for DOE's national security prograinS, in two 
respects. Section 101 would amend section 
101 of Public Law 95-509 to increase the au
thorization for appropriations for Weapons 
Activities testing by $12.8 million, as re
quested In the President's letter to you dated 
March 27, 1979. Section 102 would !!mend sec
tion 103(13) of Public Law 95-509 to increase 
by $15.5 million the funding authorization 
for steam plant improvements at DOE's Y-12 
Plant in Oak Ridge, Tennessee. $8.5 million 
of this item was included in the Dep~rt
ment's FY 1979 Supplemental Request to 
the Congress, January 1979, at pages 0003-
0010 uncter tbe hea.rtng of Pro•e~t, 7R-17-d. 
An additional $7 million is required in future 
years. Further details on the amendments 
are provided in the section-by-section anal
ysis. 

The Omce of Management and Budget has 
advised that this legislative proposal is in 
accord with the program of the President. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosures. 

JAMES R. ScHLESINGER, 
Secretary. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY NATIONAL SECURITY 
AND MILITARY APPLICATIONS OF NUCLEAR EN
ERGY SUPPLEMENTAL AUTHORIZATION ACT OF 
1979 

A bill to amend Public Law 95-509 to in
crease the authorization for appropria
tions for the Department of Energy for 
national security prograinS for fiscal year 
1979, and for other purposes 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States in 
Congress assembled, That this Act may be 
cited as the "Department of Energy National 
Security and Mllitary Applications of Nu
clear Energy Supplemental Authorization 
Act of 1979." 

TITLE I-NATIONAL SECURITY 
PROGRAMS 

SEc. 101. Section 101 of Public Law 95-509 
is amended by the revision of subsection 
( 1) as follows: 

"(1) For Weapons Activities, $1,249,994,-
000;". 
ADDITIONAL AUTHORIZATIONS FOR PREVIOUSLY 

AUTHORIZED PROJECTS 
SEc. 102. Section 103 of Public Law 95-509 

is amended by the revision of subsection 
(13), as it first appears in section 103, as 
follows: 

" ( 13) For project 78-17-d, steam plant 
improvements, Y-12 Plant, Oak Ridge, Ten
nessee, $22,500,000; for a total authorization 
of $25,500,000." 

FISCAL YEAR 1979 DOE SUPPLEMENTAL Au
THORIZATION FOR NATIONAL SECURITY AND 
MILITARY APPLICATIONS OF NUCLEAR ENERGY 

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS 
SEc. 101. This provision would increase the 

Fiscal Year 1979 authorization for appropria
tions for operating expenses for Weapons 
Activities by $12,800,000 for additional test
ing, as shown in the following table: 

WEAPONS 
ACTIVITIES 

Research and 

Current Amended 
authorization authorization Amendment 

development_ $374,694, 000 $374,694, 000 -------------
Testing._______ 210,000,000 222,800,000 +$12, 800,000 
Production and 

surveillance__ 652,500,000 652,500,000 -------------

TotaL ____ 1, 237, 194,000 1, 249,994,0::10 +12, 800,000 

Early in FY 1979 special studies were initia
ted by both the Department of Defense and 
the Department of Energy on the adequacy 
of nuclear stockpile performance testing in 
view of a possible near-term comprehensive 
test ban. These studies have resulted in the 
identification of an additional requirement 
for weapons testing activities totaling $12.8 
million. More specifically, this would provide 
for underground tests of the Minuteman ill 
(W-78) warhead a.nd the Poseidon (W-68) 
warhead to be proof tested as soon as p0681ble 
in light of the importance of maintaining a 
high credibility for strategic systeinS during 
a test ban period and the possib1lity of a long 
period during which probleinS with these 
weapons could not be resolved by testing. 

SEc. 102. This provision would authorize 
additional appropriations of $15,500,000 for 
pro'ect 78-17-d., Steam Plant :rmprovements, 
Y-12 Plant, Oak Ridge, Tennessee. The scope 
of the pro~ect would be increased in order to 
meet particulate emission standards in ac• 
cordance with Public Law 95-95, the Clean 
Air Aot Amendments of 1977. The total esti· 
mated cost of this pro~ect is increased from 
$10,000,000 to $25,000,000 to provide for the 
procurement and installation of emisison 
control devices to meet the aforementioned 
standards. 

Public Law 95-95 established a mandatory 
date of July 1, 1979, for compliance with the 
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Clean Air Act requirements and provides for 
fines up to $25,000 per da.y for noncompliant 
facUlties. Tests on the Y-12 steam plant boil
ers have documented thalt the boilers are 
noncomplian~ and the Oak Ridge Operations 
Office has been cited by the Environmental 
Protection Agency for noncompliance. It is 
impossible to achieve compliance by July 1, 
1979. However, the requested amended au
thorization and supplemental appropriation 
will permilt the Department of Energy to 
proceed on a schedule that will bring the 
plant into compliance. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hour 
of 2:30 having arrived--

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the time 
for the vote be delayed, if it is agreeable 
to the manager, Mr. CRANSTON, that the 
vote be delayed 5 minutes. The managers 
of the now-pending measures say they 
can complete action thereon in 5 min
utes. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I have no objection. 
ORDER FOR YEAS AND NAYS ON UP AMENDMENT 

NO. 206 TO S. 1039 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object, I will not 
object. but I would like to be assured that 
I will have the opportunity to ask for 
the yeas and nays, and that I do not 
have to do it now. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will have that right. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Shall I do that now? 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that the Sena
tor from New Hampshire may request 
the yeas and nays on his amendment at 
this point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection. it is so ordered. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Washington. 
Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I yield 

back the remainder of my time on the 
amendment. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield 
back my time. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All re
maining time having been yielded back. 
the question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Wash
ington. 

The amendment <No. UP 266) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. TOWER. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I think 
this is an appropriate time, while the 
Senator from Washington is on the floor, 
for me to say that I think he has made 
a very constructive contribution to the 
SALT debate in the things that he has 
said in recent days. Some have labeled 
his comments as being somewhat stri
dent; however, I do not find them so. 

The SALT debate is an adversary pro
ceeding; the proponents of the Strategic 
Arms Limitation Treaty have made it an 
adversary proceeding by suggesting that 
those who oppose it might be war
mongers. or might be somewhat less than 
concerned with keeping the peace in this 
world. 

If in fact we have made important 
concessions, if we have either wittingly 
or unwittingly engaged in appeasement. 
we may very well have created a situa
tion in which SALT II war would be 
more likely and not less likely. It occurs 
to me that history is replete with ex
amples of instances when nations have 
appeased potential aggressors only to 
find themselves at war later on. If indeed 
the United States should wind up in a 
position of measurability conferred to 
the Soviet Union as a result of this 
tradeoff, I suggest that the Soviets might 
find the risks somewhat more acceptable 
than otherwise, and there might be even 
more imminent danger of war. 

I thank the Senator from Washington 
<Mr. JAcKSON) for putting this debate in 
the proper perspective. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I thank 
my friend from Texas for his very fine 
comments. 

I think we can go to a vote. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do the 

Senators yield back the remainder of 
their time? 

Mr. J~CKSON. I yield back my time. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 

support the Department of Energy Na
tional Security and Military Application 
of Nuclear Energy Authorization Act of 
1980. 

This bill recommends total expendi
tures of $2.9 billion, a decrease of $85 
million below that requested by the ad
ministration. The bulk of these reduc
tions came in the waste management 
account. 

The action of the committee is cen
tered in three areas. First, nuclear 
weapon testing; second, nuclear ma
terial production; and third, waste man
agement. 

NUCLEAR TESTING 

First, the administration has re
quested a significantly lower level of 
testing for fiscal year 1980. These reduc
tions are a cause for concern, especially 
in view of the high level of Soviet test
ing and lagging U.S. weapons develop
ment. Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I know 

of no further amendments. I think we 
can go to third reading. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President. let us go 
to third reading; then I have another 
comment I would like to make. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 

Since the need for further testing is 
obvious, it appears the request is an at
tempt to move the United States toward 
a comprehensive test ban treaty. once 
again we are asked to take unilateral 
steps without Soviet concessions. 

MATERIALS PRODUCTION 

In the area of materials production the 
committee added $17.8 million to the bill 
to permit the three production reactors 
at the Savannah River Plant near Aiken, 
S.C. to operate at the same level as last 
year. Had the administration request 
been approved, the reactors would have 
been operating at two-thirds capacity, 
an inefficient rate and one which would 
not meet our weapon needs. Such a low 
rate could also threaten one of the three 
reactors to the extent it might be shut 
down. 

WASTE MANAGEMENT 

Mr. President, the committee made $53 
million in reductions in the waste man
agement account, although this cut 
leaves the program up 17 percent over 
that of last year. 

The committee made it clear in its re
port that these reductions were not to af
fect funds planned for on-going pro
grams. The largest program is at Savan
nah River where defense wastes are be
ing transferred to new tanks. The oom
mittee intends that the $39 million re
quested for this work be provided out of 
the funds allowed. 

It should also be made clear that the 
initial efforts to plan for the waste 
solidification plant at Savannah River 
has the full support of the committee. 
This is an important program now mov
ing into the design stage. 

These positions are consistent with the 
report language which states: 

The reductions made by the commlttee are 
not to a1fect the ongoing interim waste man
agement operations or long term waste man
agement concept studies, but Will require 
the judicious selection of new initiatives un
der long term waste management technplogy. 

HEAVY WATER J'UNDS 

Mr. President, one other matter de
serves attention. In this bill, the Presi
dent's request provided that full funding 
of the Nation's only heavy water plant be 
dependent upon foreign sales. 

This is a risky approach. If for some 
reason foreign sales do not materialize, 
this facility could be threatened. Because 
of corrosion this facility cannot be re
started and construction of a new plant 
could run as high as $600 million. 

If assurances on these sales cannot be 
verified by the time of the House-Senate 
conference. I will support the House ap
proach whereby $4 million was added in 
this account. 

In closing, I wish to commend the able 
subcommittee chairman, the junior Sen
ator from Washington. Mr. JACKSON, for 
his usual outstanding work in this area. 
He brings to nuclear energy matters a 
great deal of experience and expertise. 
We were also ably assisted by the sub
committee staff director, Mr. Jim Smith 
and his assistant, Ms. Marie Fabrizio 
Dickinson. 

Mr. President, I urge the Senate act 
promptly and favorably on S. 673. 
• Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I feel 
a strong sense of irony as we consider this 
authorization bill today for the Depart
ment of Energy's military programs. is open to further amendment. If there 

be no further amendments to be pro
posed, the question is on the engross
ment and third reading of the bill. 

Recognizing our needs in this area, 
the committee has increased this request 
by $33 million. Combined with $12.8 mil
lion in the fiscal year 1979 defense sup
plemental, this will permit testing in 
:fiscal year 1980 at the modest fiscal year 
1979 level. 

Several hours ago, the SALT II Treaty 
was signed at the summit meeting in 
Vienna. 

The bill <S. 673) was ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, and was 
read the third time. 

According to the text of SALT II, both 
the United States and the Soviet Union 
are conscious that nuclear war would 
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have devastating consequences for all 
mankind. Both countries reamrmed their 
desire to reduce nuclear arms and, ac
cording to the text, are keeping in mind 
the goal of achieving general and com
plete disarmament. Both sides pledged to 
exercise restraint in the development of 
new types of offensive strategic arms. 

Yet we have just voted on a bill which 
will provide one of the largest increases 
in the budget for nuclear weapons activi
ties in recent years. 

This bill will increase weapons activi
ties funding for the Department of 
Energy by $209,000,000 above fiscal year 
1979 levels, a 14 percent overall increase 
or a 7 percent real increase. In the year 
of SALT n and the year of austerity 
budgets, this is a phenomenal incre&$e. 

A large portion of the real growth will 
fund new weapons production under 
SALT ll, including the W78 Minuteman 
m warhead and the W76 Trident I war
head. Research and development for 
strategic weapons covered by the SALT 
ll Treaty include the WSO air-launched 
cruise missile, the B83 modem strategic 
bomb, the W84 ground launched cruise 
missile, the MX ICBM and the Trident ll 
submarine-launched ballistic missile. 

This bill illustrates the dilemma which 
I feel about SALT. On the one hand, I 
am encouraged by the summit meeting 
and by the conclusion of the treaty. On 
the other hand, I find that despite the 
treaty we are moving ahead with an ex
pansion of nuclear weapons production 
which is allowed under the treaty. 

It is obvious that the treaty is not put
ting much of a dent in weapons produc
tion-and in fact it may even be acceler
ating it as each side seeks to build up to 
the maximum extent allowed under the 
treaty ceilings. 

But there is another disturbing feature 
in this bill. The Armed Services Commit
tee has added funds for additional nuclear 
weapons testing not requested by the 
Department of Energy in what seems to 
me to be an attempt to use its influence 
in the bureaucratic war being waged 
against the Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty. Once again the lesson seems to 
be: use an impending arms control treaty 
as a kind of deadline to speed up testing 
programs. We are witnessing here are
versal of the wise arms control policy of 
President Kennedy when he instituted 
a "we won't test if you don't" policy for 
atmospheric nuclear testing. Today the 
policy seems to be "We must expand test
ing if we want to negotiate an end to 
testing." 

Mr. President, I have been speaking 
out in recent weeks about the diftlcult 
time I will have supporting a continua
tion of our current arms control strate
gies which accomplish the illusion but 
not the reality of arms control and arms 
reduction. The juxtaposition of this bill 
with the SALT II Treaty signing recon
firms my extreme unease over this 
situation.• 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I would 
like to address a question to the dis
tinguished Senator from Washington 
who is managing this bill today. As the 
Senator from Washington knows, the 
Department of Energy, the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission, the Interagency 

Review Group on Nuclear Waste Man
agement, and the National Governors 
Conference have all supported the con
cept of "consultation and concurrence" 
between State and Federal authorities 
in the ultimate disposal of radioactive 
wastes. In the legislation we are about 
to pass the Secretary of Energy is direct
ed to pursue this concept with the State 
of New Mexico regarding its legitimate 
interest in the waste isolation pilot 
project. My question is, is it the intent 
of this language that the Secretary of 
Energy be authorized to establish a proc
ess of consultation and concurrence 
with New Mexico? 

Mr. JACKSON. In response to my good 
friend, let me say that the language in 
this provision, which he so graciously 
helped to draft, is quite clear. I would 
expect that the first step in this "con
sultation and concurrence" requirement 
would be for the Secretary of Energy 
and the State concerned to jointly agree 
on a means-a process-for accom
plishing the consultation and concurrence 
required by the law. Such a process may 
be subject to change by both parties as 
the project proceeds, but I see no way 
to accomplish the consultation and con
currence that this provision requires 
without some formalized, jointly accept
able review procedures. 

Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, I wish to 
extend my appreciative thanks to the 
Senate Armed Services Committee for its 
responsiveness to the needs of the hun
dreds of thousands of New Yorkers who 
live near the nuclear waste disposal site 
at West Valley, N.Y. S. 673, the authori
zation measure before the Senate today, 
conts.ins tangible proof of the Congress 
concern for the problems of the high 
level waste disposal which have arisen as 
storage sites at the now inoperative re
processing plant owned by Nuclear Fuel 
Services have begun to deteriorate. The 
passage of this authorization marks the 
Federal Government's assumption of its 
proper responsibility for helping New 
York pay the cost of the cleanup. 

The committee's report earmarks $5 
million for the Department of Energy to 
carry on a nuclear waste management 
demonstration program to solidify the 
wastes now at West Valley, and to trans
port the wastes to an appropriate Federal 
repository. This authorization also con
tains a provision for the Department of 
Energy to decontaminate and decom
mission the facilities used for the project. 

The entire project will eventually cost 
around $200 million and will take 10 
years to complete. Today's authorization 
takes us the first crucial step along the 
road. Both houses of Congress have now 
approved similar authorizations to begin 
the urgently needed cleanup of the West 
Valley reprocessing wastes. An amend
ment, offered by my colleague in the 
House, Representative STAN LUNDINE, is 
contained in the civilian portion of the 
DOE authorization and the differences 
will have to be resolved in a House
Senate conference after passage of this 
bill by both Houses. 

I express my deep appreciation to the 
distinguished Senator from Washington, 
Senator HENRY JACKSON and his staff, 
who have been of immense help in draft-

ing and passing this measure-to Chair
man STENNIS, and the committee's rank
ing minority member Senator TOWER. 

Of course this is a first step. Some of 
the further issues to be resolved are con
tained in a letter dated June 7, 1979, 
from Secretary of Energy James Schles
inger to New York's Governor Hugh 
Carey, and I ask unanimous consent that 
the text be printed in the RECORD fol
lowing my remarks. However, there is no 
question that Senate passage of this bill 
is an important milestone in the west 
Valley cleanup. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY, 
Washington, D.C. June 7, 1979. 

Hon. HuGH L. CAREY, 
Governor of New York, Executive Chamber, 

State Capitol, Albany, N.Y. 
DEAR GOVERNOR CAREY: The U.S. Depart

ment of Energy, on behalf of the Administra
tion, is strongly committed to assisting the 
State of New York in the development of a 
program !or disposition of the nuclear 
waste located at the Western New York Nu
clear Services Center, West Valley, New York. 
We believe such a program is required in the 
national interest, in the interest of the 
State of New York, and in the interest of 
the local communities involved. It is our 
hope that such a program can proceed. in the 
earliest possible time frame, consistent with 
sound planning and appropriate acceptance 
of responsibilities. 

Our commitment to the development of a. 
program for West Valley is part of a larger 
effort of this Administration to develop and 
implement a. comprehensive national pro
gram for the responsible management and 
safe isolation of nuclear wastes !rom the en
vironment. Heightened sensitivity to energy 
supply issues in general, and to nuclear 
power specifically, has resulted in a strong 
and impressive public response to the re
cently issued. "Report of the Interagency 
Review Group (IRG) on Nuclear Waste 
Management." It is in the context of dealing 
with the many national issues involved in 
nuclear waste management, as identified in 
the IRG report, that we assign a high priority 
to resolving the West Valley situation. 

We are pleased with the status of discus
sions between Commissioner Larocca !or the 
State, and Messrs. Deutch and Bateman !or 
the Administration, in advancing a solution 
for West Valley. Substantial progress has 
been made in defining mutual concerns, ac
tions, and responsib111ties. We are hopeful 
that a. comprehensive program for the site 
can be developed and agreed to in the near 
future, permitting action by the Congress in 
the current budget cycle. In this regard, an 
amendment by Mr. Lundine and Senator 
Moynihan, providing start-up funding for a 
program of solidification of the high-level 
liquid wastes, is presently under review by 
the Administration. 

The Department of Energy is prepared to 
accept overall management responsibillty 
and bear a portion of the costs of a program 
of high-level liquid waste solidification 
storage, tranc;fer to a Federal repository of 
the solidified wastes, and decontamination 
ar.d decommissioning of all !acllities asso
ciated with these activities. We would look to 
the State and to the commer"ial operator, 
Nuclear Fuel Services, Inc. (NFS), to take 
certain oositive actions and to bear certain 
financial and other resoonslbllltles. Because 
of the rel~J.t.lonc:;hips existing between the 
State and NFS, we would look to the State 
to establish the resnect.tve r01ec:; of each party 
for non-Federal responslblUtles. 

With regard to the hiah-level burial area 
(the NRC licensed burial area). we would 
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support an effort by the NRC to determine 
whether any further action is needed in the 
interest of public health and safety. 

Careful consideration should be given to 
resumption of operations under State license 
of the low-level burial area (the State
licensed burial area.) for disposal of low
level wastes from nuclear power, medicine, 
research, and industrial programs operating 
in New York and the Northeast. In the 
course of our discussions we have consid
ered the possib111ty of the spent fuel storage 
pool at West Valley serving as a candidate 
site in a National Away From Reactor (AFR) 
Storage program. This site, as well as others, 
was identified as a candidate by the IRG 
and in our discussions of the "Spent Nu
clear Fuel Act of 1979" that was transmitted 
to the Congress earlier this year. 

In the absence of an AFR program nation
ally, and the absence of interim storage ca
pacity to serve the states and regions, New 
York, like many other states, will begin to 
exhaust storage capacity at operating reac
tor sites in the not-too-distant future. The 
Department continues to believe that con
sideration of West Valley as an AFR site 
should proceed. However, Congress has not 
acted to establish e. National AFR program 
and Congressional action as well as compli
ance with both the process required by the 
National Environmental Polley Act and NRC 
technical criteria would be necessary prior 
to the selection of an AFR site. We recognize 
that failure to meet present NRC seismic 
criteria would make the existing spent fuel 
pool an unsuitable candidate for an AFR. 
In any event, we would expect to consult 
with you as discussed in the IRG report prior 
to proposing the location of such a fac111ty 
in New York. 

During the same period in which we have 
been discussing with New York a program 
for West Valley, the Department is develop
ing an active program to establish a perma
nent waste repository for nuclear wastes in 
our Nuclear Waste Terminal Storage 
(NWTS) program. The Salina formation in 
the Finger Lakes area. of New York has been 
identified by the NWTS Task Force as a 
possible site !or such a repository. However, 
at the request of the State of New York, we 
have discontinued Federal investigation of 
the site as a candidate site for a permanent 
geologic repository. Deputy Secretary O'Leary 
has stated to you in a letter dated March 22 
1978, that the Department is committed t~ 
proceed only with State concurrence in such 
site investigation. This continues to be our 
position. 

With your cooperation, I am confident 
that a program can go forward in the near 
future, and I look forward to working with 
you, the State, and the communities 
involved. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES R. ScHLESINGER, Secretary. 

~ Mr. _MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise 
m pra1se of the Senate's acceptance of 
~· 6?3, the Department of Energy author
Iza~Ion. for national security programs. 
;r'hlS bill contains a provision of great 
Importance for the country and for my 
State; it authorizes the Department of 
En~r~ to begin a program designed to 
s?li~y and remove highly radioa-ctive 
hqu_Id reprocessing wastes now stored in 
bl;lried steel tanks at West Valley, N.Y. I 
Wish to thank my distinguished col
league, the Senator from Washington 
who quickly and characteristically un~ 
?erstood the national significance and 
Importance of this issue and who un _ 
hesitatingly responded to our proposal. 

The project to be undertaken at west 
Valley will be an important and intergal 

part of this country's nuclear waste man
agement program. I commend my col
leagues for their vision in recognizing 
the national benefit of this program.• 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is, Shall the bill pass? 

The bill <S. 673), as amended, was 
passed, as follows: 

s. 673 
Be it enacted by the Senate ana House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Department of En
ergy National Security and Military Ap
plications of Nuclear Energy Authorization 
Act of 1980". 

TITLE I-NATIONAL SECURITY 
PROGRAMS 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

SEc. 101. Funds are hereby authorized to 
be appropriated to the Department of 
Energy for fiscal year 1980 for operating ex
penses incurred in carrying out national 
security programs, including scientific re
search and development in support of the 
armed services, strategic and critical ma
terials necessary for the common defense, 
and military applications of nuclear energy, 
and related management and support ac
tivities, as follows: 

(1) For Weapons Activities, $1,441,541,000. 
(2) For Verification and Control Tech

nology, $36,800,000. 
(3) For Materials Production, $343,848,000. 
(4) For Defense Waste Management, 

$216,501,000. 
PLANT AND CAPITAL EQUIPMENT 

SEc. 102. Funds are hereby authorized to 
be appropriated to the Department of Energy 
for fiscal year 1980 for plant and capital 
equipment, including planning, construc
tion, acquisition, or modification of faciU
ties (including land acquisition), and fabri
cation of capital equipment not related to 
construction, and related management and 
support activities, necessary for national 
security programs, as follows: 

( 1) For weapons activities: 
Project 80-AE--4, Addition to computer 

fac111ty, Sandia Laboratories, Livermore, 
California, $2,800,000. 

Project 80-AE-5, Ground launched cruise 
missile (GLCM) warhead production faciU
ties, various locations, $4,000,000. 

Project 80-AE-6, Ut111ties and equipment 
restoration, replacement and upgrade, vari
ous locations, $39,400,000. 

Project 80-AE-7, Relocate water towers, 
Mound Fac111ty, Miamisburg, Ohio, $1,400,000. 

Project 80-AE-8, Advanced size reduction 
fac111ty, Rocky Flats Plant, Golden, Colorado, 
$10,000,000. 

Project 80-AE-9, New polymer production 
fac111ty, Bendix Plant, Kansas City, Missouri, 
$1,400,000. 

Project 80-AE-10, Additional loading fa
cllltiec;, Savannah River Plant, Aiken, South 
Carollna, $3.500.000. 

Project 80-GPP-1, General plant projects, 
$25,400.000. 

Project 80-PE&D-1, Plant engineering and 
design, $16,700,000. 

Project 71-9, Fire, safety, and adequacy of 
operating conditions projects. various loca
tions, an additional sum of $7,000,000, for a 
total project authorization of 1$287,000,000. 

Pro1~'ct 77-11-c, 8-inch Artillery Fired 
Atomic Projectile (AFAP) production facm
ties, various locations, an additional sum of 
$4,600,000, for a total project authorization 
of $27,200,000. 

Project 78-1~. Weapons safeguards, vari
ous locations, an additional sum of $2,-

000,000, for a total project authorization of 
$28,000,000. 

Project 78-16-g, Radioactive liquid waste 
improvement, Los Alamos Scientific Labora
tory, New Mexico, an additional sum of 
$6,200,000, for a total project authorization 
of $12,500,000. 

Project 78-18-d, Steam plant improve
ments, Y-12 Plant, Oak Ridge, Tennessee, an 
additional sum of $15,500,000, for a total 
project authorization of $25,500,000. 

Project 79-7-b, Fire protection improve
ments, Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory, 
New Mexico, an additional sum of $2,500,000, 
for a total project authorization of $4,500,000. 

Project 79-7-c, Proton storage ring, Los 
Alamos Scientific Laboratory, New Mexico, 
an additional sum of $16,100,000, for a total 
project authorization of $21,100,000. 

Project 79-7-1, System research and devel
opment laboratory, Sandia Laboratories, 
Albuquerque, New Mexico, an additional 
sum of $12,000,000, for a total project au
thorization of $13,000,000. 

Project 79-7-n, Utlllty system restoration, 
Y-12 plant, Oak Ridge, Tennessee, an addi
tional sum of $15,800,000, for a total project 
authorization of $18,000,000. 

Project 79-7-o, Universal pilot plant, 
Pantex Plant, Amarillo, Texas, an additional 
sum of $3,900,000, for a total project authori
zation of $7,400,000. 

Capital equipment not related to construc
tion, $104,164,000. 

(2) For verification and control technol
ogy for capital equipment not related to 
construction, $1,060,000. 

(3) For materials production: 
Project 80-AE-2, Replace obsolete process

ing faclllties, HB Line, Savannah River, 
South Carolina, $19,000,000. 

Project 80-AE-3, Steam generation facm
ties, Idaho Chemical Processing Plant, Idaho, 
$23,500,000. 

Project 80-GPP-1, General plant projects, 
$15,000,000. 

Project 80-PE&D-1, Plant engineering and 
design, $7,000,000. 

Project 77-13-a, Fluorine! dissolution proc
ess and fuel receiving improvements, Idaho 
Chemical Processing Plant, Idaho National 
Engineering Laboratory, Idaho, an additional 
sum of $50,400,000, for a total project author
ization of $115,400,000. 

Project 78-18-e, Environmental, safety 
and security improvements to waste man
agement and materials processing faclllties, 
Richland, Washington, an additional sum of 
$11,500,000, for a total project authorization 
of $40,000,000. 

Project 79-7-i, Transmission and distribu
tion systems upgrading, Richland, Washing
ton, an additional sum of $7,000,000, for a 
total project authorization of $14,000,000. 

Capital equipment not related to construc
tion, $35,000,000. 

(4) For defense waste management: 
Project 80-GPP-1, General plant projects, 

$8,880,000. 
Project 80-PE&D-1, Plant engineering and 

design, $21,320,000. 
Project 77-13-f, Waste Isolation Pilot 

Plant, Delaware Basin, southeast New Mexico 
(A-E, land lease acquisition and long-lead 
procurement), an additional sum of $26,500,-
000, for a total project authorization of 
$94,500,000. 

Capital equipment not related to construc
tion, $12,000,000. 
TITLE II-MISCELLANEOUS PROGRAMS 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

SEc. 201. Funds are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated to the Department of Energy 
for fiscal year 1980 for operating expenses, 
including related management and support 
activities, incurred in carrying out the fol
lowing programs: 

(1) For Inertial Confinement Fusion, $114,-
890,000. 
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(2) For Naval Reactors Development, $241,-

367,000. 
(3) For Nuclear Materials Security and 

Safeguards Development, $43,227,000. 
PLANT AND CAPITAL EQUIPMENT 

SEc. 202. Funds are hereby authorized to 
be appropriated to the Department of Energy 
for fiscal year 1980 for plant and capital 
equipment, including planning, construction, 
acquisition, or modification of facilities (in
cluding land acquisition). and fabrication of 
capital equipment not related to construc
tion, and related management and support 
activities as follows: 

(1) For inertial confinement fusion activi
ties: 

Project 80-PE&D-1, Plant engineering 
and design, $3,500,000. 

Capital equipment not related to construc
tion, $15,500,000. 

(2) For naval reactors development: 
Project 80-AE-1, Fluids and corrosion test 

facilities upgrading, various locations, $17.-
900,000. 

Project 80-GPP-1, General plant projects, 
$3,300,000. 

Capital equipment not related to construc
tion, $15,800,000. 

(3) For nuclear materials security and 
safeguards for capita.! equipment not related 
to construction, $3,400,000. 

TITLE III-GENERAL PROVISIONS 
REPROGRAMMING 

SEC. 301. Except as otherwise provided in 
this Act-

( 1) no amount appropriated pursuant to 
this Act may be used for any progra.m in ex
cess of 105 percent of the amount authorized 
!or that program by this Act or $10,000,000 
more tha.n the a.mount a.uthortzed !or that 
program by this Act, whichever is the lesser. 
and 

(2) no amount a.ppropriated pursuant to 
thls Act may be used !or any program which 
has not been presented to, or requested of, 
the Congress, 
unless (A) a. period of 30 calendar days (not 
including any day in which either House of 
Congress is not in session beca.use of adjourn
ment of more than three ca.lendar days to a 
da.y certain) has passed after receipt by the 
a.ppropria.te committees of Congress of notice 
from the Secreta.ry of Energy (hereina.fter in 
this title referred to a.s the "Secreta.ry") con
taining a full and complete statement of the 
a.ction proposed to be taken and the fa.cts and 
circumsta.nces relied upon in support of such 
proposed action, or (B) each such committee 
before the expiration of such period has 
transmitted to the Secreta.ry written notice to 
the effect that such committee ha.s no objec
ion to the proposed action. In no event may 
the tota.l amount of funds obligated pursu
ant to this Act exceed the tota.l amount of 
appropriations authorized by this Act. 

LIMITS ON GENERAL PLANT PROJECTS 

SEC. 302. (a.) The Secretary is a.uthorized 
to ca.rry out a.ny construction project under 
the genera.! plant projects provisions a.uthor
lzed by this Act if the total estima.ted cost 
of such construction project does not exceed 
$1,000,000. 

(b) If at a.ny time during the construc
tion of any genera.l pla.nt project, the esti
ma.ted cost of such project is revised to ex
ceed $1,000,000 due to unforeseen cost vari
ations, the Secreta.ry sha.ll immedia.tely fur
nish a. complete report to the appropriate 
committees of Congress explaining the rea.
sons !or the cost varia.tion. 

(c) In no event may the total cost of all 
general plant project carried out under this 
Act exceed the total amount authorized to 
be appropria.ted for such projects under thls 
Act. 

LIMITS ON CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS 

SEc. 303. (a) Whenever the current esti-

mated cost of a construction project au
thorized by section 102 or 202 exceeds by 
more than 25 percent the amount authorized 
for such project, such project may not be 
started or additiona.l obliga.tions incurred in 
connection with such project, as the case 
may be, unless (1) a period of 30 ca.lendar 
da.ys (not including a.ny da.y in which either 
House of Congress is not in session beca.use 
of a.djournment of more than three days 
to a. day certa.in) has pa.ssed after receipt by 
the a.ppropria.te committees of Congress of 
written notice from the Secretary conta.in
ing a full and complete statement of the 
a.ction proposed to be taken and the fa.cts 
and clrcumsta.nces relied upon in support 
of such a.ction, or (2) ea.ch such committee 
before the expiration of such period ha.s 
notified the Secretary tha.t such committee 
ha.s no objection to the proposed action. 

tbJ Subsection (a) shall :....ot apply to any 
construction project which ha.s a. current 
estimated cost of less than $5,000,000. 

FUND TRANSFER AUTHORITY 

SEc. 304. To the extent specified in a.ppro
pria.tion Acts, funds a.ppropriated pursuant 
to this Act may be transferred to other 
agencies of the Government for the per
formance of the work for which such funds 
were appropriated, and funds so transferred 
may be merged with the appropriations of 
the a.gency to which such funds a.re 
transferred. 

AUTHORITY FOR CONSTRUCTION DESIGN 

SEc. 305. (a) Within the amounts a.uthor
ized by this Act for plant engineering a.nd 
design, the Secretary may ca.rry out ad
vance pla.nning and construction design and 
may obtain architectura.l and engineering 
services in connection with construction 
projects not authorized by law. 

(b) In a.ny ca.se in which the estimated 
design cost !or any construction project is 
in excess of $300,000, the Secretary shall 
notify the appropriate committees of Con
gress in writing of the details of such proj
ect at least 30 days before a.ny funds are 
obligated for design services for such project. 

ADJUSTMENTS FOR PAY INCREASES 

SEc. 306. Appropriations authorized by this 
Act for sa.lary, pa.y, retirement or other bene
fits for Federa.l employees may be increa.sed 
by such e.mounts as may be necessary for 
increases in such benefits authorized by la.w. 
LIMITS ON THE WASTE ISOLATION Pll.OT PLANT 

PROJECT 

SEc. 307. (a) With respect to the Wa.ste 
~sola.tion Pilot Plant construction project, 
77-13-f, none of the funds a.uthorized to be 
appropriated in this or a.ny other Act ma.y be 
used !or purposes other tha.n the pursuit of 
a demonstration project !or the long term 
stora.ge of nuclear wastes genera ted by the 
nuclear weapons resea.rch, development, a.nd 
production complex. 

(b) The Secreta.ry shall continue the pur
suit of consultation a.nd concurrence begun 
with the Sta.te of New Mexico regarding its 
legltima.te concerns in this project. 
WEST VALLEY WASTE DEMONSTRATION PROJECT 

SEc. 308. (a.) The Secretary shall carry out 
a. nuclear waste ma.nagement demonstra.tion 
project a.t the Western New York Nuclea.r 
Service Center, West Valley, New York. Such 
project sha.llinclude (1) solidification of the 
high level liquid nuclear wastes which a.re 
present there, (2) transportation of such 
solidified waste to an appropria.te Federal 
repository, and (3) deconta.mination and de
commissioning of the fac111ties, materials, 
and hardware used in connection with such 
project. 

(b) In carrying out such project, the Sec
retary shall consult with the Nuclear Regu
la.tory Commission, the Environmental Pro
tection Agency, the United States Geological 
Survey, the State of New York, e.nd the com
mercial operator of the service center. 

(c) The Secretary shall seek to complete 
such project within a. ten-year period begin
ning on the da.te of enactment of this Act. 

(d) While such project is being carried out, 
the Secretary shall furnish to the a.ppropri
ate committees of Congress on February 1 
of each year a. progress report on such project. 
Such report shall include a. detailed descrip
tion of the activities carried out by the Sec
reta.ry under this section and information on 
a.ctivitles pla.nned for future yea.rs. 

(e) All costs associated with such project 
during the first year shall be borne by the 
Secreta.ry from amounts a.uthorized to be 
appropriated for defense waste mana.gement. 

(f) Nothing in this section shall be con
strued as affecting any of the rights, obli
ga.tlons, or liabilities of the commercial op
era.tor of the service center, the Sta.te of New 
York, or any person arising under the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954 or under any other Ia.w, 
contractor agreement for the operation, 
maintenance, or deconta.mina.tion of a.ny fa
cilities or property not used in connection 
with such project. The Attorney General of 
the United States may file suit in e.ny court 
of competent jurisdiction to recover a.ppro
pria.te costs. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the bill 
was passed. 

Mr. TOWER. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no objection, the title of the bill will 
be appropriately amended. 

There being no objection, the title was 
amended so as to read: 

A bill to authorize appropriations !or the 
Department of Energy for national security 
programs for fiscal year 1980. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Secretary 
of the Senate be authorized to make 
technical and clerical corrections in the 
engrossment of the Senate amendments 
to S. 673. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

:Wrr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill as 
passed be printed in full, with amend
ments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. JACKSON. I yield. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I wish to express my thanks to Mr. 
JACKSON and Mr. TOWER for stepping into 
the breach here and utilizing time that 
would otherwise have been wasted in 
enacting a piece of legislation that was 
scheduled to follow the veterans' bill. 

I also express my appreciation to Mr. 
CRANSTON and Mr. HUMPHREY for their 
willingness to delay final action on the 
Veterans' Administration measure so as 
to permit action on the Department of 
Energy. 

VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION 
HEALTH RESOURCES AND PRO
GRAMS EXTENSION ACT OF 1979 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ate will now resume the consideration 
of S. 1039. The pending question is on 

·agreeing to the amendment of the Sen
ator from New Hampshire <Mr. HUM-
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PHREY). The yeas and nays have been 
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the 

Senator from Oklahoma <Mr. BoREN), 
the Senator from Kentucky <Mr. FORD), 
the Senator from Hawaii <Mr. MATsu
NAGA), and the Senator from Georgia 
<Mr. NUNN), are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL) is absent on 
official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
West Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH) is ab
sent attending the funeral of his former 
aide James W. Harris. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from West Vir
ginia <Mr. RANDOLPH) would vote "nay." 

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 
Senator from Maine (Mr. CoHEN), and 
the Senator from Pennsylvania <Mr. 
ScHWEICKER), are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Have aU 
the Senators in the Chamber voted? 

The result was announced-yeas 40, 
nays 52, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 133 Leg.] 
YEAS-40 

Armstrong Glenn 
Baker Goldwater 
Bayh Hatch 
Boschwitz Hatfield 
Burdick Heflin 
Byrd, Robert C. Heinz 
Chiles Helms 
Church Holl1ngs 
Cochran Humphrey 
Culver Jepsen 
DeConcini Laxalt 
Dole Long 
Durkin McClure 
Garn Mathias 

Baucus 
Bellmon 
Bentsen 
Bid en 
Bradley 
Bumpers 
Byrd, 

Harry F., Jr. 
Cannon 
Cha!ee 
Cranston 
Dan!orth 
Domenici 
Duren berger 
Eagleton 
Ex on 
Hart 
Hayakawa. 

NAYs-52 
Huddleston 
Inouye 
Jackson 
Javits 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kennedy 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lugar 
Magnuson 
McGovern 
Melcher 
Metzenbaum 
Morgan 
Moynihan 
Muskie 
Packwood 

Nelson 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Roth 
Sarbanes 
Sasser 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Stewart 
Stone 
Tower 
Warner 

Pell 
Percy 
Proxmire 
Ribicotr 
Riegle 
Schmitt 
Simpson 
Statrord 
Stevenson 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tsongas 
Wallop 
Weicker 
Wllliams 
Young 
Zorinsky 

NOT VOTING--8 
Boren 
Cohen 
Ford 

Gravel 
Matsunaga 
Nunn 

Randolph 
Schweiker 

So Mr. HUMPHREY's amendment <No. 
206) was rejected. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I move to reconsider 
the vote by which the amendment was 
rejected. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
move to recommit S. 1039 to the Senate 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs for fur
ther consideration. 

Mr. SIMPSON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 

Senators have a moment's patience? The 
parliamentary question is being resolved. 

The Chair is advised that a motion to 
recommit will be in order after the com-

mittee amendment is disposed of because 
of the prior agreement to go to the com
mittee amendment immediately after 
the last vote. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
committee amendment. 

The committee amendment, as amend-
ed, was agreed to. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I move to reconsider. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 

Senator kindly desist? 
The Senate is not in order. There is 

a technical situation which must be fol
ilowed closely. Will the Senate be in 
order? 

The Senator from New Hampshire. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 

move that S. 1039 be recommitted to the 
Senate Committee on Veterans' Affairs 
for further consideration. I ask for the 
yeas and nays. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I move 
to lay the Humphrey motion on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there---

Mr. HUMPHREY. I ask for the yeas 
and nays on the motion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. SIMPSON. I move to lay the Hum

phrey motion on the table. I think it is 
neither appropriate nor--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mat
ter is not to be debated. 

The Chair is advised that until the 
time on the motion to recommit has been 
used or yielded back, a motion to lay on 
the table is not in order. There are 20 
minutes on the motion. 

Do the sponsors wish to yield back 
their time? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, as
suming the other side will agree to yield 
back theirs, I yield back my time. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Yes, we yield back. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

has been yielded back. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I move 

to table the pending motion. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques

tion is on agreeing to the motion of the 
Senator from Wyoming. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 
and nays have been requested. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 

will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 
Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the 

Senator from Oklahoma <Mr. BoREN), 
the Senator from Kentucky <Mr. FoRD), 

· the Senator from Hawaii <Mr. MAT
SUNAGA), and the Senator from Georgia 
<Mr. NUNN) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL) is absent on 
official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
West Virginia <Mr. RANDOLPH) is absent 
attending the funeral of his former aide 
James W. Harris. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from West Virginia 
(MJ.•. RANDOLPH) WOuld VOte "yea." 

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 
Senator from Maine <Mr. CoHEN) and 
the Senator from Pennsylvania <Mr. 
SCHWEIKER) are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HEFLIN). If there is anybody in the 
Chamber who has .. not voted, let him 
come forward. 

The result was announced-yeas 73, 
nays 19, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 134 Leg.) 

YEAS-73 
Armstrong Hart 
Baucus Hayakawa 
Bellmon Heinz 
Bentsen Holllngs 
Biden Huddleston 
Boschwitz Inouye 
Bradley Jackson 
Bumpers Javits 
Byrd, Johnston 

Harry F., Jr. Kassebaum 
Byrd, Robert C. Kennedy 
cannon Leahy 
Cha!ee Levin 
Church Long 
Cochran Lugar 
Cranston Magnuson 
Dan!orth Mathias 
DeConcini McGovern 
Dole Melcher 
Domenici Metzenbaum 
Durenberger Morgan 
Eagleton Moynihan 
Exon Muskie 
Garn Nelson 
Glenn Packwood 

Baker 
Bayh 
Burdick 
Chiles 
Oulver 
Durkin 
Goldwater 

NAYS-19 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Heflin 
Helms 
Humphrey 
Jepsen 
Laxalt 

Pell 
Percy 
Pressler 
Proxmire 
Pryor 
Ribicotr 
Riegle 
Sarbanes 
Sasser 
Schmitt 
Simpson 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Stevenson 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Tsongas 
Wallop 
Warner 
Weicker 
Wllliams 
Young 
Zorinsky 

McClure 
Roth 
Stevens 
Stewart 
Stone 

NOT VOTING--8 
Boren 
Cohen 
Ford 

Gravel 
Matsunaga 
Nunn 

Randolph 
Schweiker 

So the motion to lay on the table the 
motion to recommit was agreed to. 
0 Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I am 
extremely pleased to see the Veterans' 
Affairs Committee addressing the most 
disturbing issue of reduced staffing at our 
veterans• health care facilities. 

In particular, our veterans hospital in 
Albuquerque, N. Mex., already suffering 
overcrowding conditions and strained 
staff levels, is confronted with the possi
bility of losing as many as 15 full-time 
employees. Without a doubt, such a re
duction in staff is catastrophic and will 
have severe repercussions on the impor
tant health care services offered the vet
eran recipient. 

I have contacted Administrator Cleland 
expressing my very deep concern over 
such cutbacks in full-time employees at 
our veterans facilities. Such reductions 
affect the hospitals' ability to maintain 
adequate standards of patient care. It is 
essential that the services our hospitals 
provide are maintained, and I urged the 
Administrator to defer such reductions 
until the full consequences of ''llplemen
tation can be determined. 

At this time of rising inflation and 
costs, it is imperative we make every 
possible attempt to stay within our budg
et guidelines. Unfortunately, difficult de-
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cisions must be made in order to stretch 
our dollars as far as possible. I recognize 
the committee has made some contro
versial choices. They have determined it 
is best to maintain health care services 
at existing facilities. In order to accom
modate this decision, they have increased 
the President's request for health-care 
personnel to meet anticipated require
ments at new veterans facilities. In ef
fect, Mr. President, our present facili
ties, such as those located in Albuquer
que will not undergo personnel cuts in 
order to stat! new hospitals. I wholeheart
edly endorse this decision. 

I wish it were possible to do more for 
this Nation's veterans. But, considering 
important budget limitations, I am ex
tremely pleased the committee is meet
ing health care requirements by increas
ing the health care staffing issue.• 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. If there 
be no further amendment to be proposed, 
the question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading and was read the 
third time. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate pro
ceed to the immediate consideration of 
H.R. 3892, the House-passed measure. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The bill will be stated by title. 
The assistant legislative clerk read as 

follows: 
A blll (H.R. 3892) to amend title 38, United 

States Code, to authorize the Administrator 
of Veterans' Affairs to contract for the fur
nishing of private health care to veterans 
when such health care is authorized by a 
Veterans' Administration physician as nec
essary for the treatment of medical emer
gency, to authorize the Administrator of Vet
erans' Affairs to provide outpatient medical 
services for any disability of a veteran of 
World War I as if such disability were service
connected, to extend the authorization for 
certain expiring health care programs of the 
Veterans' Administration, and for other pur
poses. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senate will proceed imme
diately to the consideration of the bill. 
~. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I 

move that H.R. 3892 be amended by 
striking all after the enacting clause and 
inserting in lieu thereof the text of S. 
1039 as amended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the 
Senator from California. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques

tion is on the engrossment of the amend
ment and the third reading of the bill. 

The amendment was ordered to be en
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 

support S. 1039, as amended. The basic 
purpose of this bill is to maintain and 
improve the quality of care within the 
health care delivery system of the Vet
erans' Administration. 

The Senate Committee on Veterans' 
Affairs held hearings on April 10, 1979, 
and considered much of the legislative 

proposals that are before us today. Such 
proposal included issues of whether the 
authorizations of appropriations for the 
program of grants for the construction 
of State veterans' homes . and for the 
exchange of medical information pro
gram ·should be extended, and whether 
the rates of per diem payments to State 
veterans' home should be increased. The 
realinement of certain health care bene
fits was discussed. These included the 
limitation on travel expense reimburse
ment, dental benefits, and nonprescrip
tion drugs, medicines, and supplies. Also, 
the mechanism of tying the cost savings 
realized by these limitations to insure 
the maintenance of adequate personnel 
levels at VA hospital was discussed at 
great length. In addition, certain miscel
laneous issues were heard which con
cerned the personnel qualification for 
psychologists, and a citizenship require
ment for podiatrists and optometrists. 

Mr. President, the committee consid
ered an additional issue which I believe 
to be of extreme importance. S. 196 
which has 11 cosponsors-6 are mem
bers of the committee-authorizes chiro
practic treatment to veterans on an 
outpatient basis. This would be a 4-year 
pilot program with annual reimburse
ments on behalf of the veteran limited 
to $200. Total expenditures in any fiscal 
year for chiropractic services under this 
program could not exceed $4 million. 

Chiropractic services have been recog
nized under a variety of State and Fed
eral health care programs. In addition 
to the medicare program, reimburse
ment for chiropractic services is also 
currently provided for under the Fed
eral Employees Compensation Act. Ad
ditionally a number of States include 
these services under their medical as
sistance programs. 

During hearings on S. 196, the chiro
practic services bill, the committee 
heard excellent testimony from Dr. 
James E. Reese, Jr., Dr. J. F. McAn
drews, and Dr. Bruce Nordstrom, all of 
whom represented the International 
Chiropractic Association. These wit
nesses testified that during fiscal year 
1979 it is estimated that the 24,000 doc
tors of chiropractic practicing in the 
United States will see 1.4 million pa
tients, many of whom are veterans. I 
believe this method of health care is de
sired and beneficial to many, and it 
should be included in the VA health care 
system. I also would like to express my 
appreciation to Dr. Bruce Ehlich of Ches
nee, S.C. for his inestimable assistance 
with this legislation. Dr. Ehlich is the 
legislative chairman of the Committee 
on Veteran Services for the International 
Chiropractic Association, and I am 
pleased that he and I are both South 
Carolinians. 

Testimony was also heard from the 
Veterans of Foreign Wars-who represent 
1.85 million veterans-in support of 
S. 196. I have the VFW Resolution No. 
646, "Authorizing Chiropractic Service," 
which was adopted by the 79th national 
convention of the VFW during August 
1978. For the benefit of my colleagues, 
I ask unanimous consent that it be in-
serted in the RECORD at the conclusion 
of my remarks. 

Mr. President, I believe that S. 1039, 
as amended, is in the best interest of 
the veteran, and I urge my colleagues 
to support this measure. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

RESOLUTION No. 646: AUTHORIZING 
CHIROPRACTIC SERVICE 

Whereas, Chiropractic health care is not 
avallable under present Veterans Adminis
tration Federal status; and 

Whereas, the Veterans Administrator pres
ently has the legal power to "furnish hos
pital care he determines is needed" for the 
Armed Service Veteran; and 

Whereas, the Veterans Adinlnistrator has 
neglected or refrained from providing Chiro
practic care to these Veterans who request 
said care; and 

Whereas, a hardship is subjected upon the 
veteran as such Chiropractic services are 
denied and the veteran must pay for same 
from his own pocket; and 

Whereas, Chiropractic care is recognized 
by Health, Education and Welfare (HEW) 
as a complementary health care system avail
able to the senior citizen; and 

Whereas, all Chiropractic health care ad
Inlnistered to senior citizens is being paid 
in part by the state and federal Medicare 
agencies; now, therefore be it 

Resolved, by the 79th National Convention 
of the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the 
United States, that we petition the United 
States Congress to amend the Veterans Bene
fit law, Title 38, whereby Chiropractic serv
ices are made available to the veteran who 
so requests same; and be it furtner 
· Resolved, That the following amendments 
to Title 38, Veterans Benefits, be imple
mented to carry out the directive of this 
resolution: 

Section 601-Part (6), include "Chiroprac
tic Services" after the words "surgical serv
ices." 

Section 4105--il.dd part (E)-In a state 
such chiropractic services be provided when 
recommen9-ed by the Veteran's physician. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, I 
should like to take a very short time to 
congratulate the managers of the bill 
for the majority and the minority, Mr. 
CRANSTON and Mr. SIMPSON, WhO have 
done an outstanding job of getting this 
important piece of legislation to this 
point in the Senate. They have done a 
fine job, and I am very proud of both of 
them and of the way they and their 
statfs have handled this matter for the 
committee and for the Senate. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I thank the Senator 
for his very generous remarks and for 
his fine work on the committee on this 
matter and many other matters. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CRANSTON. I yield. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 

commend the able and distinguished 
chairman of the veterans• Atfairs Com
mittee for the fine job he has done on this 
bill. I also commend the able and distin
guished ranking minority member, who 
also has done an excellent job. 

The Senator from Wyoming <Mr. 
SIMPSON), the ranking minority member, 
is a new Member here, but he acts like 
a professional. He has done an outstand
ing job. I congratulate both Senators 
on the job they have done. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I thank the Senator 
from South Carolina very much for his 
remarks and for his etfective work on 
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this measure. His help has been indis
pensable in its passage. I thank him for 
all his work on the Veterans' Affairs 
Committee. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I express 
my appreciation to the distinguished 
ranking Republi:an member on the com
mittee for his expert handling of this 
matter. I believe this is the :first piece of 
major legislation he has been called upon 
to manage on our side, on the floor. I 
commend him for a job extraordinar
ily well done, and I express my personal 
appreciation for his efforts. 

Also, Mr. President, I congratulate the 
Senator from California for his usual 
good job in managing a matter which 
obviously is very close to this heart. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I thank the minority 
leader very much for his generous re
marks and for his constant help. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall it pass? 

The bill <H.R. 3892 > was passed, as 
follows: 
That (a) this Act may be cited as the 
"Veterans' Administration Health Resources 
and Programs Extension Act of 1979". 

(b) Except 85 otherwise expressly pro
:vided, whenEWer in this Act a.n amend
ment or repeal is expressed 1n terms o! an 
amendment to, or repeal of, a section or 
other provision, the reference shall be con
sidered to be made to a section or other pro
vision, the reference shall be considered to be 
made to a section or other provision o! 
title 38, United States Code. 
TITLE I-EXTENSION AND IMPROVE

MENT OF CERTAIN VE'I'E'&ANS' AD
MINISTRATION HEALTH PROGRAMS 
SEc. 101. (a) Section 5033(a) is amended 

by striking out "the succeeding fisca-l year" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "each o! the 
four succeeding fiscal years". 

(b) Section 5035(d) (2) is am.ended by in
serting before the period at the end thereof 
"or $3,000,000, whichever is greater". 

SEc. 102. (a) Section 5054 is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
subsection: 

"(c) The Administrator is authorized to 
enter into agreements with public or non
profit private institutions, organizations, cor
porations, or entities in order to participate 
in coopemtive health-care personnel educa
tion progmms within the geogra.phical areas 
at Veterans' Administration health-care 
facilities located in areas remote !rom major 
academic health centers.". 

(b) Section 5055(c) (1) is amended by in
serting "and for each of the three succeed
ing fisoal years" a-fter "fiscal year 1979". 

SEc. 103. (a) Section 641 (a) is amended 
by striking out "$5.50", "$10.50" and "$11.50" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "$6.35", "$12.10", 
and "$13.25", respectively. 

(b) The amendments made by subsection 
(a) o! this section shall take effect on Octo
ber 1, 1979. 
TITLE II--JREALINEMENT OF VETERANS 
HEALTH CARE AND RELATED BENEFITS 

SEc. 201. (a) Section 111(e) (2) is amended 
to read as follows: 

"(2) (A) Except with respect to a person 
receiving benefits for or in connection with 
a service-connected disab111ty under this 
title, no payment shall be provided under 
this section except-

"(i) when travel is by a special vehicular 
mode o! transportation that (I) Is required 
for medical reasons, and (n) has been au
thorized by the Administrator prior to such 
travel except to the extent that the Adminis
trator provides, under regulations which the 

Admlnistrator shall prescribe, for reimburse
ment for the costs of travel by such mode in 
a medical emergency o! such nature that the 
delay incident to obtaining prior authoriza
tion would have been hazardous to life or 
health; or 

"(11) when the person claiming reimburse
ment is a person receiving or eligible to re
ceive pension under section 521 of this title 
and, with respect to any trip to or from a 
fac111ty or place described in subsection (a) 
o! this section, only in the amount by which 
the payment otherwise authorized by this 
section !or such trip exceeds $4 unless such 
person, in any fiscal year, has already in
curred $100 in travel expenses otherwise 
allowable under this section for which pay
ment has not been provided pursuant to this 
subparagraph. 
For the purposes of this subparagraph, a 
person shall be considered to be a person 
receiving pension under section 521 of this 
title lf such person would be eUgible to re
ceive such pension except for the fact that 
such person does not meet ellgiblllty require
ments with respect to disab111ty, age, or 
serv-ice during a. period of war. 

"(B) In no event shall payment be pro
vided under this sectlon-

"(i) to reimburse for the cost of travel by 
privately owned vehicle In any amount in 
excess of the cost o! such travel by public 
transportation, unless (I) public transporta
tion is not reasonably accessible or would be 
medically inadvisable, or (n) the cost of 
such travel is not greater than the cost of 
public transportation; and 

"(11) in excess of the actual expense in
curred by such person as certified tn writing 
by such person.". 

(b) Section 6011s amended by-
(1) striking out "transportation" in sub

clause (11) o! paragraph (5) (A) and insert
ing in lieu thereof "travel"; 

(2) striking out subclause (11) o! para
graph (5) (C) and inserting in lieu thereof 
"(11) travel and incidental expenses for such 
dependent or survivor under the terms and 
conditions set forth in section 111 of this 
title."; and 

(3) striking out "necessary expenses o! 
travel and subsistence" in the parenthetical 
phrase in clause (B) of paragraph (6) and 
inserting in lieu thereof "travel and inci
dental expenses". 

(c) Section 614 is amended by-
(1) striking out "necessary travel ex

penses" in subsection (a) and inserting in 
lieu thereof "travel and incidental expenses, 
pursuant to the provisions of section 111 of 
this title,"; and 

(2) striking out "all necessary travel ex
penses" in subsection (b) and inserting in 
lieu thereof "travel and incidental expenses, 
pursuant to the provisions o! section 111 o! 
this title,". 

(d) Section 628 (a) is amended by striking 
out "the necessary travel" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "travel and incidental expenses 
pursuant to the provisions of section 111 of 
this title". 

SEc. 202. (a) Section 601 is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
paragraph: 

"(9) The, term 'chiropractic services' 
means the manual manipulation o! the spine 
performed by a chiropractor (who is licensed 
as such by the State in which he or she per
forms such services and who meets the uni
form minimum standards promulgated !or 
chiropractors under section 1861 (r) (5) of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395x(r) 
(5))) to correct a subluxation of the spine. 
For the purposes of this paragraph, such 
term does not include physical examinations, 
laboratory tests, radiologic services, or other 
tests or services determined by the Adminis
trator to be excluded.". 

(b) ( 1) Subchapter m of chapter 17 Is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new section: 

"§ 629. Chiropractic services 
"(a) The Administrator may, under regu

lations which the Administrator shall pre
scribe, reimburse a veteran eligible for medi
cal services under this chapter for the rea
sonable charge for chiropractic services, !or 
which such veteran has made payment, if-

" ( 1) such chiropractic services were for 
the treatment of a service-connected neuro
musculoskeleta.l condition o! the spine. 

"(2) the veteran is a veteran who has been 
furnished hospital care by the Veterans' Ad
ministration for a neuromusculoskeletal con
dition of the spine within a twelve-month 
period prior to the provision of such chiro
practic services, or 

"(3) the veteran is a veteran described in 
section 612(f) (2) of this title who has been 
furnis'l1ed hospital care or medical services 
by the Veterans' Administration !or a neuro
musculoskeleta.l condition of the spine, to 
the extent that such veteran Is not entitled 
to suoo chiropractic services or reimburse
ment for the expenses of such services under 
an insurance policy or contract, medical or 
hospital service agreement, membership or 
subscription contract, or similar arrange
ment for the purpose of providing, paying for, 
or reimbursing expenses !or such services. 

"(b) In any case in which reimbursement 
may be made under this section, the Admin
istrator may, in lieu of reimbursing such vet
eran, make payment of the reasonable charge 
for such chiropractic services directly to the 
chiropractor. 

" (c) ( 1) In determining the reasonable 
charge !or chiropractic services under tlhls 
section the Administrator shall, in consulta
tion with appropriate public and nonprofit 
private organizations and other Federal de
partments and agencies that provide reim
bursement !or chiropractic services, estab
lish a schedule of allowances for such serv
ices, which scheduled shall be consistent 
wl th the reasonable charges allowed under 
title XVIII of the Social Security Act (42 
u.s.c. ch. 7). 

"(2) The amount payable by the Adminis
trator for chiropractic services furnished un
der this section shall not exceed $200 in any 
tweLve-month period In the case o! any vet
eran. 

" {d) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this title, total expenditures !or chiroprac
tic services reimbursed under this section 
shall not exceed $4 million In any fiscal year 
and no reimbursement or payment may be 
made under this section !or chiropractic serv
ices furnished after September 30, 1983.". 

{2) The table of sections at the beginning 
of chapter 17 is amended by inserting after 
the item relating to section 628 the following 
new item: 
"629. Chiropractic services.". 

(c) Not later than December 31, 1980, and 
not later than December 31 o! each o! the 
next three years, the ~dministrator shall pre
pare and submit to the Committee on Veter
ans' Affairs of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Veterans• Affairs of the 
Senate reports on the use made of the au
thorities provided for in the amendments 
made by subsection (b) ( 1) o! this section. 
Each such report shal·l include--

(1) the number o! requests by eligible 
veterans for reimbursement or payment for 
chiropractic services in the most recent fis
cal year under section 629 (as added by sub
section (b) (1) o! this section) and the num
ber of such veterans who made such re
quests; 

(2) the number of reimbursements or pay
ments made by the Administrator under 
such section in such fiscal year and the 
number of veterans to or for whom such 
reimbursements or payments were made; 
and 

(3) the total amounts of expenditures by 
the Administrator for such reimbursements 
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and payments under such section in such 
fiscal year. 

SEc. 203. Section 612(b) is amended by
(1) amending clause (2) by-
(A) striking out "active military, naval, 

or air service and" in subclause (A) and in
serting in lieu thereof "a period of active 
m111tary, naval, or air service of not less 
than 180 days,"; 

(B) striking out "within one year" in sub
clause (B) both places it appears and in
serting in lieu thereof "within six months"; 
and 

(C) inserting before the semicolon at the 
end thereof a comma and "imd (C) if the 
Secretary concerned has not certified, in 
writing, that the veteran was provided by 
such Secretary, during the ninety days im
mediately prior to such veteran's discharge 
or release from such service, a complete 
dental examination (including X-rays) and 
all appropriate dental services and treatment 
indicated by such examination"; and 

(2) inserting at the end thereof below 
the last clause the following new sentence: 
"The Administrator may not furnish out
patient dental services, treatment, or related 
dental appliances, under this section 
through private fa.c111ties for which the Ad
ministrator contracts pursuant to the pro
visions of section 601(4) (C) (i), (11), or (v) 
of this title to a veteran at a cost to the 
Veterans' Administration of more than $500 
during any twelve-month period, unless the 
Administrator has determined, prior to the 
furnishing of such services, treatment, or 
appliances, based on an examination by a 
dentist employed by the Veterans' Admin
istration, that the furnishing of such serv
ices, treatment, or appliances at such cost 
is reasonably necessary.". 

SEc. 204. Section 612(f) is amended by in
serting before the semicolon at the end of 
clause (1) a comma and "but any such 
veteran (other than a veteran receiving or 
eligible to receive compensation under chap
ter 11 of this title) being furnished services 
under this clause shall not be furnished 
drugs, medicines, or medical supplies which 
may be purchased without a physician's pre
scription, unless (i) such veteran is a veter
an receiving or eligible to receive pension 
under section 521 of this title (including a 
veteran who would be eligible to receive 
such pension except for the fact that such 
veteran does not meet eligibllity require
ments with respect to disabiUty, age, or serv
ice during a period of war) . or (11) the Ad
ministrator, under regulations which the 
Administrator shall prescribe, authorizes the 
furnishing to such veteran of such drugs, 
medicines, or medical supplies in order to 
avoid substantial hardship that would other
wise result from the extraordinary cost 
thereof to a veteran". 

SEc. 205. Section 612(g) is amended by 
inserting at the end thereof the following 
new sentence: "The Administrator may also 
furnish to any such veteran home health 
services under the terms and conditions set 
forth in subsection (f) of this section.". 

SEc. 206. Section 613 is amended by
(1) amending subsection (a) by-
(A) striking out "and" at the end of 

clause (1); 
(B) inserting "and" after the comma at 

the end of clause (2); 
(C) inserting immedta.tely below clause 

(2) the following new clause: 
"(3) the surviving spouse or child of a 

person who dies. in the active m111ta.ry, naval, 
or air service in the line of duty and not due 
to misconduct,''; and 

(D) adding at the end thereof the follow
ing new sentence : "The term 'person' as 
used in clause (3 ) of this subsection shall 
mean 'veteran' for the purposes of section 
103(d) of this title."; and 

(2) adding at the end thereof the following 
new subsection: 

" (c) For the purposes of this section, any 
child described in subsection (a) of this sec
tion who, while pursuing a full-time course 
of instruction (including any period be
tween terms, semesters, or quarters, or dur
ing vacation or holiday periods) at an ap
proved educational institution, becomes un
able to continue such child's chosen program 
of education because of q, .......,,. ., 1-... • - • ' ...,, 
disa.b111ty which was not the result of such 
child's own willful mls.;on\4~\..t. ., .......................... 1 

eligible for benefits under t"'is se~tinn un
tn six months after the disa.b111ty is removed, 
untn two years after the da..e 01 v .. ~ .. ..,); vi 
such disab111ty, or until such child's twenty
third birthday, whichever occurs first.". 

SEc. 207. (a) Except as provided in sub
sections (b) and (c) of this section, the 
amendments made by this title shall take 
effect on October 1, 1979. 

(b) (1) Except as otherwise provided in 
paragraph ( 5) of this subsection end in 
subsection (c) of this section, the amend
ments made by sections 201 fa). 2nq ... ~,, ? ' 4 
of this Act shall take effect at such time as 
there are provided to the Veterans' Admin
istration for fiscal year 1980 the required 
personnel ce111ng defined in the second sen
tence of this paragraph. For purposes of this 
paragraph, "the required personnel ce111ng" 
means the authorization by the Director of 
the Office of Management and Budget to em
ploy, under the appropriation accounts for 
medical care, medical and prosthetic resee.rch, 
and medical administration and miscellane
ous operating expenses, not less than the 
number of employees for the employment of 
which appropriations have been made for 
fiscal year 1980 and for which funding is 
provided under such accounts. 

(2) (A) Not later than thirty days after 
the date of enactment of the first law making 
appropriations for the Veterans' Administra
tion for fiscal year 1980, the Administrator 
of Veterans' Affairs shall submLt to the ap
propriate committees of the Congress and 
to the Comptroller General of the United 
States a report providing complete informa
tion on the personnel celling that the Office 
of Management and Budget has provided to 
the Veterans' Administration for the em
ployees described in the second sentence of 
paragraph ( 1) of this subsection. 

(B) Not later then forty-five days after 
the date of the enactment of the law de
scribed in subparagraph {A) of this para
graph, the COmptroller General shall submit 
to the appropriate committees of Congress a 
report stating the Comptroller General's 
opinion as to whether, pursuant to the provi
sions of paragraph ( 1) of this subsection, the 
amendments made by sections 201 (a), 203, 
and 204 of this Act have entered into effect. 

(3) (A) If, pursuant to the provisions of 
paragraph (1) of this subsection, the amend
ments made by sections 201 (a), 203, and 204 
of this Act become effective, such amend
ments shall continue to have effect, on and 
after the thirtieth day after the date of the 
enactment of each law making appropria
tions for the Veterans' Administration that 
is enacted subsequent to the law described in 
subparagraph (A) of paragraph (2) of this 
subsection and that includes appropriations 
for employees described in the second sen
tence of paragraph ( 1) of this subsection, 
only if, by each such day, the required per
sonnel ce111ng defined in the second sentence 
of this subparagraph has been provided to 
the Veterans' Administration. For the pur
poses of this subparagraph, "the required 
personnel ceiling" means the authorization 
by the Director of the Office of Management 
and Budget to employ under the appropria
tion accounts described in the second sen
tence of paragraph ( 1) of this subsection not 
less than the number of employees for the 
employment of which appropriations have 
been made by the a.ppllcable law described 
in the first sentence of this subparagraph 

and for which funding is provided under 
such appropriation accounts. 

(B) Not later than thirty days after the 
date of the enactment of any law described 
in subparagraph (A) of this paragraph, the 
Administrator of Veterans' Affairs shall sub
mit to the appropriate committees of the 
Congress and to the Comptroller General of 
the United States a report providing com
plete Information on the personnel ce111ng 
that the Otnce of Management and Budget 
has provided to the Veterans' Administration 
for the employees described in the second 
sentence of paragraph (1) of this subsection. 

(C) Not later than forty-five days after 
the date of the enactment of each law de
scribed in subparagraph (A) of this para
graph, the Comptroller General shall submit 
to the appropriate committees of the Con
gress a report stating the Comptroller Gen
eral's opinion as to whether, pursuant to the 
provisions of this paragraph, such amend
ment remained in effect on the thirtieth day 
following the date of the enactment of such 
law. 

(4) If, pursuant to the provisions of this 
paragraph, the amendments made by sections 
201 (a) , 203, and 204 of this Act lose effect at 
any time, such loss of effect shall be per
manent. 

( 5) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this subsection, the amendments made by 
sections 201(a.), 203, and 204 of this Act and 
the provisions of this subsection shall cease 
to be effective on and after October 1, 1983. 

{c) The amendments made by section 203 
(1) (B) of this Act shall not apply 1n the 
case of any veteran whose discharge or release 
from active milltary, naval, or air service 
occurred during the twel've months Imme
diately prior to the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 

SEc. 208. Section 612(i) 1s amended by 
inserting a.t the end thereof the following 
new clause: 

" ( 5) To any veteran of World War I.". 
TITLE III-VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION 

MEDICAL PERSONNEL AND MISCELLA
NEOUS AMENDMENTS 
SEc. 301. (a) Section 4104(2) is amended 

by inserting "psychologists," after "Phar
macists,". 

(b) Section 4105 is amended by-
( 1) (A) striking out the period at the end 

of clause (9) and inserting in Ueu thereof 
a semicolon: and 

(B) adding a.t the end of subsection (a) 
the following new clause: 

"(10) Psychologist-
"hold a doctoral degree in psychology from 

a college or university approved by the Ad
ministrator, have completed study for such 
degree in a specialty area of psychology and 
an internship which are satisfactory to the 
Administrator, and be ltcensed or certified 
as a psychologist in the State, except that 
the Administrator may waive the require
ment of licensure or certification for a.n in
dividual psychologist for a. period not to ex
ceed two years on the condition that such 
psychologist provide patient care only under 
the direct supervision of a psychologist who 
is so licensed or certified.": and 

(2) inserting "podiatrist, optometrist," in 
subsection (b) after "dentist,''. 

{c) The amendment made by subsection 
(b) (1) of this section to require that a 
psychologl.s,t appointed to a position in the 
Department of Medicine and Surgery of the 
Veterans' Administration be ltcensed or cer
tified as a. psychologist in a. State shall not 
apply to any person employed as a. psycholo
gist by the Veterans' Administration on or 
before May 1, 19J9. 

SEc. 302. Section 4106 (b) is amended by 
striking out "three" and inserting ln lleu 
thereof "two". 

SEc. 303. Section 5053(&) ls amended by 
inserting a. comma. and "or organ banks, 
blood banks, or similar institutions" .tter 
"facilities". 
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SEc. 304. (a) The Secretary of Health, 

Education, and Welfare, in consultation 
with the heads of other appropriate Fed
eral departments and agencies, shall con
duct a scientific, epidemiological study of 
various populations to determine 1f there 
may be long-term health effects in humans 
from exposure to the class of chemicals 
known as "the dioxins", especially those 
dioxins produced during the manufacture of 
the various phenoxy herbicides including 
those used during the period of the Viet
nam conflict. 

(b) The report of the study shall include 
(1)' a comprehensive review and profession
al analysis of the literature covering other 
such studies conducted or underway of such 
long-term health effects, and (2) a de
scription of the results of epidemiological 
studies conducted by the Secretary of pop
ulations of chemical workers, agricultural 
workers, Service personnel and veterans, and 
others exposed in connection with the pro
duction or use of such phenoxy herbicides. 
Such report, together with such comments 
and recommendations as the Secretary and 
such department and agency heads may 
deem appropriate, shall be submitted to the 
appropriate Committees of the Congress not 
later than 30 months after the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 

Amend the title so as to read: "An act 
to amend title 38, United States Code, to 
extend the authorizations of appropriations 
for the program of grants to State homes 
for veterans and the program of exchange of 
medical information and to revise certain 
provisions regarding such programs. to re
vise and clarl!y ellgl'bllity for certain 
health-care benefits, to provide for the pay
ment for chiropractic services for certain 
veterans, and to revise certain provisions 
relating to the personnel system of the De
partment of Medicine and Surgery; and to 
assure that savings realized from certain re
visions of health-care benefits are used to 
maintain adeouate statnng within such De
partment; and for other purposes.". 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
bill was passed. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I move 
that the title of H.R. 3892 be amended 
with the title amendment of s. 1039 as 
reported. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The title was amended so as to read: 
A blll to amend title 38, United States 

Code, to extend the authorizations of ap
propriations for the program of grants to 
State homes for veterans and the program 
of exchange of medical information and to 
revise certain provisions .regarding such pro
grams, to revise and clarify ellgibllity for 
certain health-care benefits, to provide for 
the payment for chiropractic services for 
certain veterans, and to revise certain pro
visions .relating to the personnel system of 
the Department of Medicine and Surgery· 
and to assure that savings realized fro~ 
certain revisions of health-care benefits are 
used to maintain adequate staftlng within 
such Department; and for other purposes. 

Mr: CRANSTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unammous consent that S. 1039 be in
definitelv postponed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Secretary 
of the Senate be authorized to make 
technical and clerical corrections in the 

engrossment of the Senate amendments 
to H.R. 3892. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished Senator from 
Wyoming for his truly marvelous help 
on this measure in the Chamber and in 
committee and in between. 

I thank all the other members of the 
committee for their work in bringing to 
the Chamber a bill that we were able to 
handle in this way and pass in this 
fashion. 

I thank each and all of them. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, just let 

me say very briefly that I am sure that 
none of the Senators in this body have 
forgotten the early days of their first 
term here. 

As a floor manager on this and one 
prior committee bill here in the Senate, 
let me express my deepest appreciation 
to the chairman of this committee for 
his counsel and his kindness to me, a 
little bit above and beyond the call of 
duty, I might add; and to my senior 
members of my committee, Senator 
THURMOND and Senator STAFFORD, who 
have been most courteous and most pa
tient with me in my first few months 
here in the Senate. And I wish to com
mend Senator HUMPHREY, who is a spirit
ed and capable adversary, with whom I 
have enjoyed working in the committee. 
I have the greatest of admiration for 
him; and as a fellow freshman perhaps 
a little bit more empathy and apprecia
tion for his efforts. He undertakes his 
causes with great intensity and sincerity, 
and I admire that. 

So I thank Senators very much for 
their comments and for their courtesies 
to this new Member. 

Thank you so much. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE SUP-
PLEMENTAL AUTHORIZATIONS, 
1979--CONFERENCE REPORT 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I submit 

a report of the committee of conference 
on S. 429 and ask for its immediate con
sideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re
port will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The committee of conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the House to the bill (S. 429) 
to aurthorize appropriations for fiscal year 
1979, in addition to amounts previously au
thorized for procurement of aircraft, mis
snes, naval vessels, and other weapons, and 
for research, development, test, and evalua
tion for the Armed Forces and for other pur
poses, having met, after full and free con
ference, have agreed to recommend and do 
recommend to their respective Houses this 
report, signed by all of the conferees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senate will proceed to the 
consideration of the conference report. 

<The conference report will be printed 
in the proceedings of the House of Rep
resentatives.) 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, if I may 
have attention of the body, if this takes 
over 2 or 3 minutes I wish unanimous 
consent to Yield to the Senator from 

Massachusetts who has a matter here 
concerning a late Member of this body. 

Mr. President, this conference re
port---

Mr. TOWER. May we have order? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator is correct. The Senate is not in or
der. Come to order. 

Mr. STENNIS. May Je have quiet? 
The only way to transact business I ever 
found was to let those speaking be heard. 

I am going to yield to the Senator from 
Delaware. I hope he is in the Chamber. 

Mr. President, this conference report 
now is signed by all the conferees of the 
House of Representatives and all of the 
conferees of the Senate. It is within the 
figures of limitations so far as the two 
Houses are concerned. It is within the 
requirements, as I understand, of our leg
islative Budget Committee. 

The Senator from Texas <Mr. ToWER), 
is the ranking minority member of our 
committee, and a highly valuable mem
ber and he is in the Chamber. I hope he 
will say a word. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague from Mississippi who did 
a masterful job in guiding this bill 
through the committee, through the de
liberations in the Chamber, and again 
through the conference where I believe 
the Senate fared fairly well. 

The House Members are always tough 
to negotiate with in these conference 
committees. Their views are usually 
strongly held and they generally speak 
with expertise in the matters on which 
they raise issues with the Senate. 

But I think the Senate position fared 
very well in this year's conference. I 
attribute that largely to the skill of our 
chairman. I urge my colleagues to adopt 
the conference report in an exPeditious 
manner so we can get on with the busi
ness of getting the money appropriated 
to implement that bill. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator 
very much. 

Mr. President, I am glad to yield 
to the Senator from Maine who is 
chairman of our legislative Budget 
Committee. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I thank 
my good friend from Mississippi and I 
congratulate him and the Senate con
ferees for holding the conference report 
within the limits of the budget 
resolution. 

Mr. President, I comment on the De
partment of Defense supplemental au
thorization conference agreement for 
weapons programs for fiscal year 1979. 
The conference agreement provides for 
$2 billion in budget authority and $1 bil
lion in fiscal vear 1979 outlays for func
tion 050, national defense. The confer
ence agreement also impacts on function 
150, international affairs, because of 
transactions associated with the foreign 
miiltary sales trust fund and the Iranian 
Government's cancellation of several 
weapons programs. The impact on func
tion 150 provides for an offsetting de
duction of $1 billion in budget authority 
and $800 million in outl-ays for fiscal 
year 1979. Thus, the net budget cost of 
the conference agreement for fiscal year 
1979 is $1 billion in budget authority and 
$200 million in outlays. 
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These totals are consistent with the 
budget resolution assumptions regarding 
the fiscal year 1979 weapons supplemen
tal. I congratulate Senator STENNIS for 
his efforts regarding this legislative 
measure and I support the conference 
agreement. 

Mr. STENNIS. We thank the Senator 
from Maine and his cohorts for their 
assistance. 

Mr. President, the Senator from Dela
ware, as I understood, had a colloquy he 
wanted to make. We have already dis
cussed this. I am not putting any time 
limit on it. But he understands the 
situation. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I shall be 
very brief. I thank the chairman for 
yielding to me. 

I just wish to thank the chairman and 
compliment him and the rest of his com
mittee for defending the Senate position 
as taken on three separate votes on the 
SLEP program, the Saratoga, in partic
ular, and acknowledge that because of 
technical reasons the House could not ac
cept the Senate language in section 302 
of the bill as affirmed by the Senate on 
May 3. I also thank the chairman for 
supporting the Senate position in the 
conference despite the fact that he per
sonally opposed that position. I respect 
him for upholding the will of the Senate, 
and thank him for it. The language that 
does appear as the statement of man
agers in the report relating to the pro
gram states that it is the intention of 
the conferees that the SLEP program 
must now proceed as determined by the 
Secretary of Defense, who will continue 
to proceed with that determination, tak
ing into account considerations of cost, 
national security, and such other factors 
as he considers appropriate, recognizing 
the need to move expeditiously on this 
particular program. 

I understand from the chairman that 
the last paragraph in this section indi
cates that the .chairman and the commit
tee will exercise their usual diligent 
oversight on this program as they do on 
all others. 

I compliment the chairman for his 
work, his commitment, and the entire 
committee for the manner in which they 
handled this legislation. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, we cer
tainly thank the Senator from Delaware. 
That matter was fully debated here in 
the senate and was voted on by the 
membership. This is the aircraft carrier 
Saratoga overhaul, and it is one of sev
eral. This relates to where this work is 
going to be done. 

The Senate conferees moved with vig
or, I think, and with as much logic as 
we could muster. The House position, 
though, was that they had a ruling 
from their Parliamentarian that this 
matter was nongermane. Under those 
circumstances they had no discre
tion in the matter. They could have 
bodily taken it back to the House of 
Representatives, but it would have put 
the entire matter in jeopardy, even on 
motion of one Member under their rule. 

So we had to yield for that reason 
and for that reason only, but we did 
cover this matter in the language. The 
reference there is the surveillance. we 
were not trying to take a lick at a.ny-

thing. We give such surveillance as we 
can and we have time on all the projects 
that we have under our jurisdiction. This 
being a continuing one it would certainly 
fall within that classification. 

I commend Senators who had special 
interest in this matter on both sides. We 
have really seen a good many fights here 
on this open basis. 

Mr. BIDEN. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, if there 

be no other remarks I hope this will 
pass. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a moment? 

Mr. STENNIS. I am glad to yield to 
the Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I wish 
to express appreciation to the Senator 
from Delaware for his comments with 
respect to the fairness of the debate 
here in the Senate. He mentioned the 
last paragraph as stating that the Sen
ate could expect that the Senate Armed 
Services Committee would continue, 
and I believe I quote him correctly 
"their usual oversight." 

I remind the Senator that the lan
guage of the report is not "usual," but 
that the Senate Armed Services Com
mittee expresses the desire to continue 
"close" oversight. 

This is a matter of great seriousness to 
not only the committee but to the Sen
ate as a whole. It is anticipated that 
three more ships will be included in this 
program and there will always be pres
ent the question that the American tax
payer is particularly interested in, 
namely, the cost implications between 
the various yards that are competent to 
perform this type of overhaul. 

I thank the Senator. 
Mr. STENNIS. I thank the senator 

from Virginia. 
Mr. President, if there is no other one 

to address the Chair--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. I believe 

the Senator from Massachusetts desires 
to be recognized. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I will seek recogni
tion after the disposal of this matter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the confer
ence report." 

The conference report was agreed to. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I move 

to reconsider the vote by which the con
ference report was agreed to. 

Mr. BAKER. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Chair. 

DEATH OF SENATOR LEVERETT 
SALTONSTALL OF MASSACHU
SETTS 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, on be

half of Senator TsoNGAs and myself I 
send to the desk a resolution expressing 
the sadness of the Senate over the death 
yesterday at the age of 86 of our former 
colleague and outstanding Senator for 
the people of Massachusetts and the Na
tion, Senator Leverett Saltonstall. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may we 
have quiet? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will report the resolution. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

s. REs. 186 
Resolved, That the Senate has heard with 

profound · sorrow and deep regret the an
nouncement of the death of the Honorable 
Leverett Saltonstall, late a Senator from the 
State of Massachusetts. 

Resolved, That a committee be appointed 
by the President of the Senate to attend the 
funeral of Senator Saltonstall. 

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate 
communicate these resolutions to the House 
of Representatives and transmit an enrolled 
copy thereof to the famlly of the Senator. 

Resolved, That, when the Senate stands in 
recess at the conclusion of its business to
day, it do so as a further mark of respect to 
the memory of Senator Saltonstall. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
resolution. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KENNEDY. I would be glad to. 
Mr GOLDWATER. Will the Senator 

include me as a cosponsor? 
Mr. TOWER. Will the Senator include 

me? 
Mr. BAKER. Will the Senator include 

me? 
Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Will the 

Senator include the Senator from Vir
ginia? 

Mr. JAVITS. Will the Senator include 
the Senator from New York? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Mr. GoLDWATER, 
Mr. ToWER, Mr. BAKER, Mr. BYRD of Vir
ginia, and Mr. JAviTs be included as co
sponsors to this resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that other Senators 
may have the privilege of introducing 
statements into the RECORD expressing 
their feelings toward Senator Saltonstall. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, Sena
tor Saltonstall, like many of us from 
Massachusetts and New England, loved 
the sea. It was somehow extremely fit
ting and appropriate that for 22 years, 
from 1945 until his retirement in 1967, 
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
was brilliantly represented in this Cham
ber by a well-loved Senator named 
"Salty." 

In a sense, he was born to history. He 
was the great-grandson and namesake 
of the first mayor of Salem, Mass., a 
well-known early historical figure in 
our State who also served in the House 
of Representatives in the early 19th 
century. 

Senator Saltonstall himself decided 
early to pursue a career in public service. 
He graduated from Harvard University 
in 1914 and from Harvard Law School 
in 1917. After his service with the U.S. 
Army field artillery in France in the first 
World War, he returned to law practice 
and public service in our Commonwealth. 
For 13 years, he served in the Massachu
setts House of Representatives; for the 
last 7 of those years he was Speaker of 
the House. From 1939 until his election 
to the U.S. Senate in 1944, he served with 
great distinction as the Governor of 
our State. 
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He was re-elected three times to the 
senate-in 1948, 1954 and 1960. He was 
perhaps the most widely loved and re
spected Massachusetts public figure of 
his day, and it was common knowledge 
that his Senate seat was his for as long 
as he chose to hold it. 

Senator Saltonstall's extraordinary 
career in the Senate made him an in
fluential national leader on major issues 
'Of both foreign and domestic policy, 
ranging from the Marshall Plan to civil 
rights to child health care and the Na
tional Science Foundation. 

His prestige and influence transcended 
all boundaries of partisan or philosophi
cal division. I remember very clearly the 
kindness he showed my brother Jack 
when they served together in the Senate, 
and the respect and affection in which 
my brother always held him. 

I also recall the generous and warm 
counsel he so willingly gave to me when 
I first arrived in the Senate in 1962 
at the height of his great career. Few 1! 
any junior Senators coming to the 
Capitol ever had a wiser or more willing 
senior colleague. 

For nearly half a century, Senator 
Saltonstall served the people of Mas
sachusetts with extraordinary skill and 
dedication. He worked tirelessly for his 
constituents. Because of his special con
cern and achievements in behalf of the 
vitality of the New England fishing in
dustry, he was affectionately known as 
"Mr. Fish." 

In 1954, along with my brother Jack, 
Senator Saltonstallled the Senate effort 
to create a special fund to revitalize the 
American fishing industry. That fund, 
which became known as the "Saltonstall
Kennedy Fund," continues to provide as
sistance to the fishing industry through
out the country. Currently, it is helping 
the industry to regain its strength in 
the face of recent years of foreign fish
ing that has depleted the resources off 
our shores. 

In addition, Senator Saltonstall and 
my brother sponsored the landmark leg
islation creating the Cape Cod National 
Seashore Park, which has done so much 
to protect the beauty of Cape Cod. 

To a generation of Americans, Senator 
Leverett Saltonstall symbolized the best 
in the New England character. The qual
ities he displayed-his integrity and un
derstanding and dedication to the com
mon good-have always been the bed
rock of democracy in America and they 
remain so today. 

The Kennedy family joins the millions 
of others in Massachusetts and across 
the Nation as we mourn the passing of 
our colleague and express our sympathy 
to the members of his family. 

Mr. President, I , ask unanimous con
sent there be printed in the RECORD the 
articles on Senator Saltonstall from the 
Boston Globe and the Boston Herald 
American today, and I urge the Senate 
to approve the resolution that my col
league and I have offered in tribute to 
Senator Saltonstall. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the Boston Globe, June 18, 1979] 
"SALTY" IS DEAD AT 86 

(By Edgar J. Driscoll, Jr.) 
The Grand Old Man of Massachusetts poli

tics is dead. 
Leverett Saltonstall of Lone Oak Farm, 

Dover, former u.s. Senator, governor, state 
representative and speaker of the Massachu
setts House, died yesterday at his home about 
10 a.m. He was 86. Sen. Saltonstall died of 
heart failure, according to his son, William. 
His wife of 62 years, Allee, and his daughter, 
Susan, were with him at the time of his 
death. Sen. Saltonstall was released June 9 
from Jamaica Plain's Faulkner Hospital, 
where he had been confined for three weeks 
because of respiratory difficulties. 

A man to whom public oftlce was a public 
trust, he had served the common weal with 
great distinction and great devotion for more 
than 46 years. 

When he stepped down from the Senate at 
the age of 74 in January 1967 to become a 
gentleman farmer on his Dover estate and 
to work in civic, charitable and cultural 
endeavors, he said: 

"I wanted to quit when I was still doing 
the job rather than just fade away in the 
Senate . . . Too many of my Senate col
leagues overdid it. They stayed on too long
napping through committee hearings when 
they should have packed up and gone home." 

If "Salty" or "Lev,'' as he was affectionate
ly known to countless friends, admirers and 
constituents, had chosen to run for re-elec
tion, there was little doubt that victory would 
have been his. But he didn't, since he wasn't 
sure he could give his best for six more 
years. 

Before retiring after 22 years in what has 
been called the world's most select club, the 
Republican leader had held the ranking mi
nority role in no fewer than seven Senate 
committee posts. They included the most 
powerful in Congress: Appropriations, De
fense, Legislative, Armed Services, Prepared
ness, Small Business and Government Pro
curement, as well as assignments on nine 
others. 

When he was elected to the Senate after 
three highly successful two-year terms as 
governor of the commonwealth, 1939-44, 
a newspaper characterized the patrician Prop
er Bostonian as "reflecting in his bearing and 
character much of the thing that in bygone 
years won for Boston the title of the 'Athens 
of America'; he is what men call 'a scholar 
and a gentleman,' sort of survivor of the peo
ple who moved through the pages of the 
'Flowering of New England.' " 

Sen. Saltonstall was first elected to the 
Senate in 1944 to fill the unexpired term of 
Sen. Henry Cabot Lodge, who had restgned 
to join the Armed Forces of World War II. 

He won by a majority of 561,000 votes 
over his Democratic opponent, Mayor John 
Corcoran of Cambridge. At the time it was the 
largest margin ever given a candidate for 
statewide oftlce. He was reelected in 1948, 1954 
and 1960. 

In the Senate, he was known as "a sena
tor's senator," possessing the Yankee traits 
of tidiness, unfa111ng courtesy and caution, 
coupled with integrity, modesty, thorough
ness, tenacity and a shrewd grasp of political 
realities. 

One of the most prompt and faithful of 
senators attending committee hearings and 
Senate sessions, he usually preferred to work 
through the amendment of bllls rather than 
direct sponsorship. His hand touched thou
sands of pieces of legislation. 

As a leading senator, he was closely asso
ciated with such national legislation as Inter- · 
nal Affairs and Aid, Selective Service, Unifica
tion of Armed Services, Veterans Benefits, the 
Marshall Plan, the National Act Against Dis
crlmination in Employment, the National 

Science Foundation, Child Health, Displaced 
Persons, Anti-Flllibuster, the Cape Cod Na
tional Park, NASA, the Atomic Commission 
and the Nuclear Control Treaty with Russia. 

Known on Capitol Hill as "the gentlemanly 
gentleman from Massachusetts," the senator 
was noted for his modus operandi. 

At a hearing on a highly controversial issue 
he would courteously listen to every witness, 
apply the principles of his cautious New Eng
land heritage, then search for the middle 
ground. As a dogged rounder-upper of facts 
and a careful weigher of them in order to get 
the full picture, he had a reputation for fair
ness and integrity. 

As one columnist put it, when the Republi
can leader retired: "He will not be remem
bered as an imaginative, brilliant, aggressive 
leader. Fair, cautious, decent are more 
descriptive." 

Not one of the visibly powerful or flashy 
men of the Senate, despite his seniority, he 
made his mark instead as a modest, quiet 
gentleman with the personal quality of sim
plicity. People would do things for him they 
wouldn't do for a sharper, abrasive colleague. 

No orator-just a good, common, garden 
variety of speaker who spoke little on the 
Senate floor-he did his work in comml.ttee, 
where the basic decisions are made. 

He would sit for hours in the mark-up 
sessions for bills or on the conference com
mittees between the House and Senate to 
work out differences in a bill. While others 
argued and shouted, he would sit silent, 
writing slowly on a scratch pad and finally 
say in that broad-A accent of his: "How 
about this?" for compromise language. 

In addition to the influence and respect 
he held in Washington in his day, the sen
ator and three-term governor had another 
distinction. His tall, lean figure, which he 
carried ramrod straight, was topped by what 
has been called "the most distinctive face 
in United States public life," "a well-worn 
American antique," "The Mayflower Com
pact" and "a face that hasn't changed in 
300 years." 

It was a kindly, honest-looking, craggy 
face with its heavy-lidded blue eyes, long 
nose, wide spaced teeth, lean cheeks and 
jutting jaw all capped by a full head of 
hair. 

Some of his admirers regarded his physi
ognomy as a cross between two other Ameri
can stalwarts, Presidents Andrew Jackson 
and Abraham Lincoln. "Oh, God love him, 
he looks just like a farmer," we remember 
overhearing one woman say .to another at 
one of his political rallles. 

On occasion the senator would quote one 
of the favorite limericks of stlll another 
President, Woodrow Wilson: 
"For beauty I am not a star. 
There are others more handsome by far, 
But my face, I don't mind it, 
For I am behind it, 
It's the people in front that I jar.'' 

In 1938, when they were running for gov
ernor, James Michael CUrley disparagingly 
commented that his Republican opponent 
was "a man with a Harvard accent and a 
South Boston face." He wished he hadn't. 

Sen. Saltonstall quickly turned the re
mark to political advantage, rejoining he 
was proud of his "South Boston face. It is 
not a double face. It's the only one I have 
and it wlll be the same af.ter election as it 
is now,'' he said, early and often. 

He had a good sense of humor. Once asked 
by a Washington reporter for his opinion on 
an issue, he quipped: "No comment. And 
that's off the record." Nor was he averse to 
telllng jokes on himself. As a fledgling sen
ator he wrote: 

"Incidentally, the Senate Oftlce Building 
is known everywhere in Washington as 
s.O.B., so I flnd there is one thing that all 
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senators ba ve in common: Their mail is of
ten addressed like mine-Senator Salton
stall, S.U.B., Washington, D.C." 

He also liked to recall the time Gen. Al
Gruentber, commander of NATO, was being 
questioned at a meeting of the Armed Serv
ices Committee and one of the senators got 
off on another long-winded track. 

Leaning forward to ask him 1! be would 
yield, the Bay State senator absentmindedly 
put his band smack on the knee of Sen. 
Margaret Chase Smith (&-Maine) . 

"She didn't say a word," be recalled with 
dry delight. "Just picked. up my band and 
put it back on my knee." 

Her reproof was seen by everyone and the 
silent byplay completely broke up the meet
ing--and the questioning : When I got back 
to my otnce there was a bottle of Scotch on 

. my desk with a note of thanks from the gen
eral," be chuckled. 

In the Senate, Sen. Baltonstall avoided the 
party squabbles and usually voted with the 
GOP on sticky political measures. But on 
post-war measures and foreign affairs be was 
independent and an internationalist. He was 
one o! the first Republicans to recognize 
American's obligation to the rest o! the non
Communist world. 

In 1945 as our troops advanced far into 
Germany, he was one o! a committee from 
Congress flown there to see the just-discov
ered atrocities at Buchenwald and Dacbau. 
"It was a picture one does not ever !or
get," he said. The following year be served 
on the committee established by President 
Harry Truman to report on the atomic bomb 
tests at Bikini Lagoon in the Pacific. 

After the war, the sentor was one o! the 
earliest and most vigorous supporters o! Gen. 
Dwight Eisenhower !or the presidency and 
became one o! the Eisenhower Administra
tion's most dependable spokesmen, con
sistently supporting its programs. 

For eight years be was one o! a select group 
o! Republican leaders in Congress who sat 
down with the President in the cabinet Room 
on Tuesday mornings when Congress was in 
session to talk over pending legislation with 
the Chief Executive and bls advisers. 

He also bad a warm relationship with John 
F. Kennedy, both as the junior senator !rom 
Massachusetts and as President. It was a 
relationship that other Democrats and 
Republicans in Massachusetts could never 
crack. 

"He always called me 'Senator,' even when 
be was President, and I called him-John
not Jack as be was known to his friends and 
neighbors-and, o! course, 'Mr. President,' 
Sen. Saltonstall said, "I was told that the 
only other person who called him John was 
his mother. If this is so, I was in good 
company." 

Only rarely did they vote differently in the 
Senate, such as on the St. Lawrence Seaway, 
which he !ought and the junior senator sup
ported. Together they sponsored various bllls 
in the New England-and Massachusetts
interest. 

"The most sensitive and perhaps the most 
wortbwhlle project that John Kennedy and I 
sponsored was the Cape Cod National Sea
shore Park," he was later to say, adding: "I 
think it was the first time that the govern
ment has ever gone and bought land !or park 
purposes." 

Sen. Saltonstall, who had sailed the Maine 
Coast since boyhood from the family sum
mer compound at North Haven, Maine, loved 
all things nautical, !rom ships to shells and 
fish flour. On Capitol Hill he was also known 
as "Mr. Fish" !or all his legislative activity 
in support of New England fishermen. And 
be loved the seafood Saltonstall-sponsored 
"shore dinners" were a special feature o! 
the Senate restaurant, complete with lob
sters and New England fish or clam chow
der-NEVER with tomatoes! 

He worked dlligently also !or antidiscrimi
nation legislation and. was cosponsor o! the 
first civil rights blll to pass Congress in 
more than 80 years. He was especially proud 
o! his role through the years in the unifica
tion of the armed services, which, under the 
National Security Act, brought together the 
Army, Navy and Air Force under the De
partment o! Defense. His unremitting efforts 
were a major !actor in bringing this about. 

0! his career in Washington, the senator 
wrote in his book, "Salty: Recollections o! 
a Yankee in Politics," published by The 
Boston Globe in 1976: 

"Perhaps the most satisfactory recollec
tion as a senator was my bringing together 
in conference opposite points o! view !or a 
compromise agreement, a timing and a 
method which my friends on the Appropria
tions Committee dubbed 'The Saltonstall 
Package.' " 

Asked what advice he'd give his successor 
(Sen. Edward Brooke), be said: "Be con
scientious. Attend committee bearings. Know 
your staff, but stick to your knitting. l.Jon't 
try to spread your butter all over the 
Senate.'' 

When Henry Cabot Lodge resigned !rom 
the Senate to join the Army, "be made me 
promise not to tell anyone be was leaving 
until be was over the ocean,'' Sen. Salton
stall said. "I didn't even tell Mrs. Salton
stall.'' This ab1lity to keep his mouth shut 
served him well during his long political ca
reer-a career that usually saw him the only 
Republican elected to statewide otnce in 
great Democratic sweeps. 

When Mr. Lodge resigned, Sen. SaltonstUl, 
as governor, appointed Sinclair Weeks to fill 
the vacancy. But Weeks said be did not 
wish to run !or election, so Mr. Saltonstall 
decided to give it a whirl. But after being 
elected, be insisted on serving out his full 
term as governor, even though it made him 
a day late to his swearing in at the Senate. 
"That cost me five places (o! seniority) and 
I never got them back," be later said. 

In his three gubernatorial victories, be 
defeated Curley in 1938; Paul A. Dever in 
1940, when President Franklin D. Roosevelt 
carried the state by 137,000 votes; and Roger 
Putnam in 1942. 

In !act the only defeat at the polls in 
his long political career came in 1936 when 
be ran !or lieutenant governor and lost to 
his Democratic opponent, Francis E. Kelly. 

In his gubernatorial campaign, be prom
ised he would give the commonwealth a 
clean, honest, etncient administration and 
did. 

When he took otnce, Sen. Saltonstall in
herited the then largest debt in the history 
o! the state-a deficit o! $1 milllon. His ad
ministration was noted !or efficiency and 
economy and was highlighted by all-out par
ticipation in the World War ll effort. The 
state excelled in the preparation o! m111tary 
and naval equipment and received the second 
largest number o! E, for eX'Cellence, awards in 
the nation. 

"We kept a sound government and did the 
best we could. I take some-a little credit
in keeping things sound,'' be said. 

During his administration be created the 
Massachusetts Commission Against Discrimi
nation. "Massachusetts took the lead in sup
porting human dignity and I was proud that 
I was able to play a part in that action,'' the 
Boston Brahmin said. 

In his final year as governor be also set in 
motion an extensive program !or post-war 
reconversion. When be took the traditional 
long walk down the State House steos to 
leave the Beacon Hill for Capitol Hill he left 
the state with its lowest debt since 1900. 

Sen. Saltonstall was an unpretentious, easy 
mannered, kindly man always easy to ap
proach. When he went into the governor's of
fice, be dispensed with uniformed guards, 
motorcycles and a private State House eleva-

tor. Instead, be took a plainclotbed State Po
llee ser~:;eant with him l:l.S cbauft·eur on official 
trips, riding up front with him. 

When be became governor o! the common
wealth be became the ninth on the family 
tree to do so. And he was the lOth in line o! 
direct descent from the Saltonstalls who first 
landed on these shores with Gov. Winthrop 
in the sloop Arbella in 1630. 

one of -cnem wdS bir aicbard Baltonstall, 
one of the original patentees o! the Massa
chusetts Colony under a Charter o! King 
Charles I. He and his son, also Richard, 
helped found Watertown and Ipswich, the 
latter serving in the first Massachusetts Gen
eral Court. 

Other lllustrious ancestors included an 
Ipswich judge who refused to preside at the 
infamous Salem witchcraft trials, the chair
man o! the commission that settled the 
boundary o! Massachusetts and New Hamp
shire, the first commodore in our navies and 
a founder of Yale o! University. 

The Senator's great-grandfather, Leverett 
Saltonstall, was president of the Massachu
setts Senate, a member o! Congress and the 
first mayor of Salem. He was Senate president 
in 1830, the year of the state's bicentennial. 
His great-grandson was proud of the !act 
that he carried on the tradition, so to speak, 
by serving as Speaker o! the House in 1930, 
the tercen tena.ry year. 

The senator's grandfather, also Leverett 
Saltonstall, was a wealthy lawyer and collec
tor of customs !or the City o! Boston, a high 
federal government post. Both men were !rom 
a long line of Democrats. 

But the senator's !ather, Richard Middle
cott Saltonstall, also a successful lawyer, was, 
as the senator put it, "a mugwump.'' He was 
a Harvard classmate and close friend o! 
Theodore Roosevelt and became a Republi
can. His son followed suit. 

So involved are the blue-blood ties o! the 
Saltonstall clan to other founding fathers' 
stock that when an uncle, Endicott Peabody 
Saltonstall, was made district attorney o! 
Middlesex County some years ago James 
Michael Curley, on hearing the news, 
cracked: 

"What! All three o! 'em!" 
The future governor and senator was born 

in Chestnut Rill on Sept. 1, 1892, the son of 
Richard Mlddlecott Baltonstall and Eleanor 
(Brooks) 8altonstall, a descendant of Peter 
Chardon Brooks, an early 19th century New 
England merclhe.nt prince. Boston College 
now stands on land belonging to her grand
father, Amos Lawrence, whose cows used to 
graze on w'bat is now the old football field. 

Sen. Baltonstall attended Noble and 
Greenough School and it was at dancing 
school as a boy of 11 that be first met the 
girl who was to become his wife o! more 
than 60 years. She was Allee Wesselhoe!t, a 
student at the Winsor Sclhool and daughter 
of a prominent Boston physician. They were 
married June 27, 1916. 

After graduation from Noble and Gree
nough, Sen. 8altonstall followed !amlly tradi
tion and enrolled at Harvard, the lOth gen
eration o! his family to do so. (An ancestor 
was in its first graduating class.) There in 
1914, at the end of his senior year, be was 
captain o! the second varsity crew to a ring
ing victory in the Henley Grand Challenge 
Race at Henley, England. 

In 1964, on the 5oth anniversary o! their 
victory, every member o! the old crew rowed 
again on the Thames after the regatta finals, 
to the roar of the crowd and the applause of 
Queen Elizabeth, the Queen Mother, and 
Princess Margaret. 

In his send.or year at Harve.rd, Sen. salton
stall also became one of the college's hockey 
immortals. The va.rsity ga:ne with Princeton, 
with. by the great Hobey Baker, as captain, 
was tied at the end of regular time. The 
overtime period had gone 38 minutes when 
young "Lev", a substitute, ripped down the 

. 
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ice as forwa.rd a.nd plunked in the goal that 
brought victory to the Crimson. 

Graduated from Harvard in 1914 wdtlh an 
AB degree, he went on to Ha.rva.rd La.w 
School, graduating in 1917. In 1942, while 
serving as governor of the commonwealth, 
he was a.wa.rded an honora.ry degree from his 
alma. mater for "his high integrity and cou
rageous public service." He also held 27 other 
honora.ry degrees from other colleges and 
universities. 

Mr. Sa.ltonsta.ll had served three slx-yea.r 
terms on Harvard's Boa.rd of Overseers, was 
president of the board in 1943; and had 
served as treasurer of the Harva.rd Alumni 
Assn. For more than 60 yea.rs he never wdll
ingly missed a Ha.rvard commencement. 

Once John Gunther, author of "Inside 
U.S.A.," asked him what were the most 
important tihlngs in his life. Without hesi
tation the senator replled: "My family and 
Harvard." 

During world Wa.r I Sen. Saltoll!'ltall was 
a first lleutenant in the a.rmy, serving six 
months in France with the 30lst Field Ar
tlllery. On return to the states in 1919, he 
was admitted to the bar and began practicing 
law in his father's firm, Gaston, Snow, 
Saltonstall and Hunt. 

The following year his long political career 
began when his "Uncle Cotty"-Endicott 
Peabody Saltonstall-and Judge James 
Lowell, Ward 6 polltical bosses in Newton 
asked him to run for alderman-at-la.rge. 
They said it would only take "about one 
night every other week," he related. "Ba
loney. It took a lot more than that." But in 
the doing he was hooked. 

In 1922, while serving "Uncle Cotty," the 
D.A., as second assistant district attorney 
for Middlesex County, he ran for the state 
Legislature as representative from Newton 
and won. He served seven terms, from 1923 
to 1937. For eight of those 14 yea.rs, he was 
Speaker of the House. "The speakership," he 
later said, "gave me a great opportunity to 
gain an understanding of government and 
the motives of members of a legislative body 
and the lnfiuence of political partisanship." 

As speaker he won a reputation for being 
eminently fair, honest and impartial. That 
reputation continued after his election as 
governor. Sen. Saltonstall, incidentally, was 
the last of the party leaders to climb the 
traditional Republican ladder-from local 
omce to the Legislature, then legislative 
leadership and a candidacy for lleutenant 
governor before even considering a run for 
major omce. 

When he retired from the Senate in 1967, 
"Mr. Republlcan" as he was sometimes called, 
said: "I started in poll tics because they told 
-ne It wouldn't take much time and I 
wouldn't have any opposition. They were 
wrong on both counts, but somehow I grew 
to love it. Politics ts people. I leave omce as 
one who stUl loves people and therefore still 
loves politics." 

On retiring, the senator gave his collected 
papers going back to the 79th Congress and 
numbering some 840 ca.rtons in all to the 
Massachusetts Historical Society; his vol
umes of statutes passed while he was tn 
Washington to Harvard Law School; and, his 
fl1e of treaties to Brandeis University. 

Bald Pennie Gouzoule, his personal secre
tary on Capitol H111 for 18 years: "I'll never 
find anvone as fine as the senator to work for 
a~ain. He is always a gentleman. In all these 
years, I've never seen him lose his temper, 
and that's something in a place like this. He 
is one of the most highly organized, self
disciplined and hard-working men I know." 

In retirement, the ever-trim, agile veteran 
senator did many of the chores himself on 
his 150-acre Dover farm overlooking a pond 
and the Charles River. 

Although he had long since given up riding 
to the hounds, as he used to do 1n his 
younger days with the Norfolk Hunt Club, 

the Dover aristocrat would trot out his old 
derby and leather gloves and ride in horse 
shows with his daughter, Susan, who lives on 
the fa.rm and raises Welsh ponies. At meets 
he was her gentleman-escor.t-passenger in a 
four-in-hand. 

Untll May, Sen. Saltonstall went to his 
Devonshire street omce in downtown Boston 
three times a week for a halfday, and pre
sided over various family trusts, according 
to his son William. 

He also continued to involve himself with 
va.rious charities, and was active in planning 
his 65th Ha.rva.rd reunion this spring. 

"Unfortunately, he wasn't able to attend 
the reunion, Wllllam said. "That, and mlsslng 
his Henely crew reunion were perhaps his 
greatest disappointments. They both were 
held last week. 

The senator and his wife, whom he referred 
to as "My Mlssus," were a deeply devoted 
couple and patrta.rch and ma.trlach of a 
tightly knit, close and loving family. They 
had six chlldren, three sons and three 
daughters, three of whom preceded him in 
death. 

A daughter, Rosalie, died in 1920 when she 
was a year old. A son Peter, 24, a Marine 
Corps sergeant who left Ha.rva.rd to enlist in 
World War II, was kllled in action on Guam 
in the South Paclflc in the summer of 1944. 
And his eldest son, Leverett Jr., died of cancer 
at the age of 49 in 1966. 

The story is legendary how he, as governor, 
insisted on driving from Beacon Hlll to Dover 
himself when he got the news that Peter had 
been killed, composing on the way how he 
would break the tragic news to his Allee. 

Less than 24 hours later, he stood unwav
ering at a memorial service on Boston Com
mon at which a Naval omcer pinned a medal 
on the mother of another Marine, who was 
missing in action. The governor paid tribute 
to the boy and extended his condolences to 
the mother, never mentioning his own loss. 

While life on the farm had its own great 
rewa.rd, Sen. Saltonstall was never one to 
vegetate and came into Boston several days 
a week to his omce at Saltonstall & co., 82 
Devonshire St. There, behind his father's old 
carved desk, surrounded by ancestral por
traits, he managed family a1falrs; accepted 
occasional speaking engagements; and kept 
busy answering mall from admirers and 
former colleagues. 

"I try to keep informed as to what's goill¥ 
on in the country. After all those yea.rs of 
dealing with the state's and the nation's 
problems, it's natural for me to be concerned. 
And I am concerned," he said. 

In 1972, aged 79, he attended the Republi
can National Convention, his lOth. He was 
reported to be the oldest delegate. "But I 
don't know about that," said he. "There are 
others who look in a lot worse shape." In his 
last yea.rs he was forced to wear a hearing ald. 
"Damned nUisance," he complained. 

Sen. Saltonstall also became chairman of 
Project Minuteman, a program to attract 
tourists and industries to Massachusetts in 
cooperation with the Massachusetts Depart
ment of Commerce and Development. And, 
in 1975, he was president of Boston's Free
dom Trail Foundation. 

"Perhaps the most emotional experience 
I ever enjoyed in a life of public service," 
came, he said, in 1970 when Gov. Francis 
Sargent asked him to represent Mas
sachusetts at the 350th anniversary of the 
sa.111ng of the Mayflower from Plymouth, 
England, to Plymouth in 1620. The Queen 
Mother asked him to lunch and in a cut
away and top hat he and the Lord Mayor 
of Plymouth reviewed a colorful parade 
watched by 70,000 people. 

Equally at home 1n a cutaway, old tweeds 
or farm work clothes, he loved parades. From 
his first year as a Newton alderman he never 
missed one if he could help tt, striding along 
in cutaway, astride a white horse, or march-

tng through South Boston in the annual St. 
Patrick's Day parade, grinning from ea.r to 
ea.r as the crowds shouted, "Hi, Salty!" to 
the ever-popula:r man with the "South Bos
ton face." 

Trim and spry well into advanced age, Sen. 
Saltonstall stUl took to scull and shell on the 
Cha:rles River when in his 70s and in 1963 
wa.s elected to the Rowing Hall of Fame. 

In 1968 he won the National Collegiate 
Athletic Assn.'s annual Theodore Roosevelt 
Award for athletic accomplishments and at
tention to physical well-being 

In add! tion to his honorary degree from 
Harvard, the longtime senator and governor 
held honorary degrees from Northeastern, 
Boston, De Pauw, Clark, Toledo, Northwest
ern, Norwich, Brandeis, Su1folk, and Tufts 
Universities; the University of Massachu
setts; Bates, Bowdoin, Amherst, Williams, 
Kenyon, Colby, Holy Cross, Franklin and 
Marshall, William and Mary, Curry and 
Merrimack Colleges; Worcester Polytech In
stitute; New Bedford Institute of Textlles 
and Technology; Portia Law School; Babson 
Institute and Lowell Technological Institute. 

He had served as vice chairman of the 
Massachusetts Bay Fund; as a trustee of 
!VEST; and as a director of the National 
Shawmut Bank of Boston, the Boston Safe 
Deposit and Trust Co. and the Boston and 
Albany Railroad. 

He also had been a founder of Newton 
Post No. 48, Amertoan Legion; and was a 
member of the Boston, Middlesex County 
and Massachusetts Bay associations, Masons, 
Elks, the Clover Club of Boston, and the 
Oha.rttable Irish Society. 

Sen. Saltonstall was eligible for member
ship in the Charitable Irish Society by reason 
of an Irish grandmother named Sullivan sev
en generations back. Democratic polls, how
ever, liked to say he was only "Irish on his 
chau1feur's side." 

In addition he was a member of the An
cient and Honorable Artillery Co., the Veter
ans of Foreign Wa.rs, and was an honorary 
member of Phi Beta Kappa, the Rotary and 
Kiwanis clubs. Other clubs Included Porcel
Uan, the Somerset Club, the Tavern Club, the 
Harvard Club of Boston and the Alfalfa Club, 
Washington. 

A famlUar figure on Boston streets, walking 
to and from his omce to his bus stop, the di
tingulshed political leader seemed a. spa.re, 
shy representative of the old Puritan stock 
that could point with just pride to Daniel 
Webster's defliant boast: "Massachusetts, 
there she stands." 

In his autobiography he wrote, in his 
modest fashion: 

"One of the greatest personal satisfactions 
of being a senator is the opportunity to help 
constituents with their personal problems ... 
Now when people stop me on the street to 
shake my hand, often they thank me for 
something I did for them as a senator or as 
governor years ago. 

"I have no idea of what I did to help them 
with their problems, but it pleases me, and 
I always say, 'I am glad if I was of a little help 
and hope all goes well with you now .. ·." 

Once asked the reason for his political dur
ab111ty, this grand old man of Massachusetts 
said quttely and proudly: "Well my father 
left a good name, my uncle left a good name, 
my grandfather ... my great-grandfather ... 

And so did he ... And so did he. 
Senator Saltonstall leaves his wife, Alice; a 

son, state Sen. Wllllam Saltonstall of Man
cester; two daughters, Emily Salton Byrd of 
Chestnut Htll and Susan Saltonstall of Do
ver, and 10 grandchildren. 

[From The Boston Globe, June 18, 1979] 

NICE, WISE, ASTUTE, HE DID POLITICS HONOR 
(By Elliot Richa.rdson) 

In 50 years of public life Everett Salton
stall showed what polttics at its best can_ 
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mean. For him it was an honorable calling, 
and he did it honor. 

As the first three-term governor of the 
commonwealth, as assistant majority Leader 
of the United States, as chairman and rank
ing member of the Senate Committee on 
Armed Services, and as chairman of the Re
~ublic Conference, sen. Saltonst-all dealt 
with presidents and potentates on terms of 
fam111arity and friendship. 

But this did not in the least change him. 
He was just as friendly, just as courteous and 
considerate, to the humblest among us. He 
had no "side," no condescension. 

Among the countless individuals touched 
by his long and active life, it is impossible to 
imagine that there can have been a single one 
who did not think kindly of him. As John 
Gunther once wrote, Leverett Saltonstall is 
"just about the nicest man anyone ever met." 

He was nice. He was also Wise. And he was 
astute. I remember a House committee chair
man who told me once that he had learned 
(to his cost) to be wary of Leverett Salton
&tall's skUl as a negotiator. "The 1lrst few 
times," he said, "it wasn't until I got out of 
the conference and felt under my armpits 
that I realized I'd lost my shirt." 

Sen. Saltonstall 's public s,t-~eeches had the 
art that conceals art. Even while you were 
rooting for him to come up with the right 
word, you knew that he would say exactly 
what he wanted to say. His listeners seldom 
said, "What a great speech!" But they left 
saying to each other, "Salty is a good man. 
He has sense. I llke him." What more could 
you ask of a speech? 

People not only liked Salty. They trusted 
him. For two-nearly three-generations of 
Massachusetts citizens, his long jaw, his 
ruddy cheeks, his silver hair came to sym
bolize integrity. 

And yet his was not the brittle moralism 
so characteristic of the post-Watergate era. 
It was rooted in conscience and sustained 
by instinctive decency. He was not afraid of 
politics because he knew that he could play 
the game without playing dirty or being 
dirtied by it. He could blush with mod
esty, but he could slug it out with the 
toughest. 

His kindness, his humor, his capacity for 
friendship were a joy and a solace to his 
friends, as indeed at times of personal trag
edy they must have been even to himself. 

We loved him. We love him still. We shall 
miss him sorely. 

[From the Boston Herald American, June 18, 
1979] 

THE MAN CALLED "SALTY" 

By birth and breeding, Leverett Saltonstall 
was a Yankee, a Brahmin-but more than any 
other man of his generation he was able to 
bridge the Wide social chasm that separated 
his caste from the immigrant 'Olood of Bos
ton in the first quarter of this century. 

By political belief he was a Republlcan
but more than any other candidate of the 
Massachusetts branch of that party he was 
able to claim the affection, and the votes, of 
Democrats in every corner of the state. 

He was a patrician With the common touch, 
who was as welcome in South Boston as he 
was in the Back Bay, and who was "at home" 
equally as much in Maverick Square as in 
Louisburg Square. 

That was not because he was a hand
shaker or a snake oil salesman in the style 
of some politicians of both his time and ours, 
but because he was recognized as being in
telllgent enough to see things as they really 
were and enlightened enough to see how they 
could be made better. 

And in his 40 years of publlc life as state 
legislator. governor, and u .s . Senator, that 
was what the man called "Salty" invariably 
sought to do. 

He tried to make things better. 

The liberalization of Social Security bene
fits in years past, the easing of immigration 
laws, and the advances in civil rights made 
during his tenure in Congress were causes 
he espoused and worked for. He helped push 
federal aid for construction of schools and 
colleges, secured defense contracts for the 
commonwealth, and incessantly promoted 
and improved the business climate he felt 
would bring more industry-and more jobs
to this state. 

He Walt a proud man but-unlike others
he had reason to be. For half his long life
time he was a presence, a powerful force 
for good in his state and nation; but he was 
honest and humble enough to rellnquish 
his place in Congress when he felt his pres
ence was no longer needed and a young man 
could do the job better. 

In his own time Lev Saltonstall was, every 
bit as much as Oliver Wendell Holmes Jr., the 
Brahamin predecessor with whom the title 
is usually associated, a truly magnificent 
Yankee. 

[From the Boston Herald American, 
June 18, 1979] 

PoLITICAL FIGURE 

(By Jim Morse) 
Leverett Saltonstall, 86, one of the last of 

the old Boston Brahmins and a power in 
Massachusetts politics for more than four 
decades, died yesterday morning at his Do
ver home. 

The former U.S. senator and Massachusetts 
governor died of heart failure, according to 
his son, William. 

"My mother and I were With him," his 
daughter Susan said. "He was resting com
fort&bly until his heart just stopped beating. 

"He had been sick. He was sent home from 
the hospital last weekend. I think he knew 
where he was. He died where he wanted to 
die-at home." 

Saltonstall had recently been hospitalized 
for several weeks at Faulkner Hospital in 
Boston where he was treated for fluid in 
his lungs. Doctors were able to remove the 
fluid, and after a period of recuperation 
Saltonstall returned home one week ago. 

Known as the "Republican with a South 
Boston f&ee," Saltonstall retired in 1967 after 
22 years in the U.S. Senate. He served as gov
ernor of Massachusetts for six years and for 
eight years was Speaker of the Massachusetts 
House of Representatives. 

Saltonstall, affectionately known as 
"Salty,'' and whose craggy features, Yankee 
twang and reputation for "horse sense" were 
his trademarks, was born in Newton on 
Sept. 1, 1892, to a family with ties that went 
back to colonial days. 

His great-grandfather, Leverett Saltonstall, 
was president of the Massachuetts senate, 
a member of Congress, and the ~rst mayor 
of Salem. His grandfather, also Leverett 
Saltonstall, was &ppointed Collector of the 
Port of Boston by President Grover Cleveland. 

The lean, soft-spoken politician numbered 
among his friends and confidantes many 
of the world's leaders. And although a 
staunch Republican, Saltonstall could al
ways count on some Democratic support. 

While he said little publicly, the late Presi
dent John F. Kennedy was twice helpful to 
Saltonstall by Withholding full support to 
Democratic challengers. 

He was a graduate of Noble & Greenough 
School, Harvard College and Harvard Law 
School, where he obtained his degree in 1917. 

Saltonstall first entered politics in 1920, as 
a Newton alderman. He was also an assistant 
district attorney in Middlesex County and 
became a member of the Mass&ehusetts House 
1n 1923, rising to speaker ln 1929. 

His only defeat, an upset, was for lieuten
ant governor when he lost in 1938 to Fran
cis E. "Sweepstakes" Kelly. 

However, Saltonstall came back two years 
later to win the first of three terms as 
Governor. 

He ~efeated the legendary James Michael 
Curley initially. CUrley had served one term 
as governor and opted for an unsuccessful 
Senate run against Henry Cabot Lodge, Jr., 
but came back to wrest the Democratic 
gubernatorial nomination from his succes
sor, Gov. Charles F. Hurley. 

Curley's campaign remark about Salton
stall's "South Boston lace" wa.s c.tu.i-kiy 
turned into a political asset. Saltonstall be
came a frequent participant in South Bos
ton's traditional St. Patrick's Day political 
roasts. 

Saltonstall's re-election against Paul A. 
Dever, later to serve two terms as governor, 
was the closest on record. 

In 1944 Saltonstall won a special election 
to succeed Senator Lodge, who had retired 
to enter military service, by more than 560,
ooo votes-at that time the widest margin 
ever given a statewide candidate, despite the 
fact he was a Republican running in a 
heavily Democratic state. 

He won re-election to the senate in 1948, 
1954 and 1960. 

His closest re-election was in 1954 against 
Treasurer Foster Furcolo, later a two-term 
governor. Saltonstall defeated Springfield 
Mayor Thomas O'Connor, who h&d beaten 
Furcolo in the Democratic primary, in his 
1960 re-election. 

When he retired in 1967 at the age of 75, 
Saltonstall was the ranking minority mem
ber of the Armed Services Committee and 
the Defense Subcommittee of the Appro
priations Committee. 

At a dinner marking Saltonstall's retire
ment, then Lt. Gov. Elllott L. Richardson, 
who later held several cabinet posts and the 
ambassadorship to Great Britain, said, "Ir
respective of party, he has always sought to 
find the right answers in a splrlt of humility 
and candor." 

Saltonstall retired to the life of a gentle
man farmer on his Dover estate, but made 
occasional appearances on behalf of the Re
publican Party. 

Most recently, he was among the elder 
statesmen who endorsed Francis W. Hatch, 
the Republican standard-bearer in last No
vember's gubernatorial election. 

Despite generations of Yankee Brahmin 
background, Salstonstall never forgot the 
working class people who put him in omce. 

One day in 1944, during his last term as 
governor, Salstonstall was informed his son, 
Peter, a Marine sergeant, had been killed in 
action fighting the Japanese on Guam in 
the South Pacific. 

Despite his grief, Saltonstall insisted on 
keeping an appointment the next day to 
present the Congressional Medal of Honor 
to a Newton woman whose son was also 
kUled in action. 

Salstonstall served as an Army first lieu
tenant in France during World War I, then 
began practicing law. 

The patriarch of Mass&ehusetts Repub
lican politics loved the simple life. Even 
while in Washington he tried to come home 
every weekend to his Dover farm or to his 
summer home in North Haven, Maine. where 
he liked to sail and play golf and tennis. 

"Allee and I lived in a house my father 
gave me in Chestnut Hill until we went to 
Washington,'' Saltonstall once said. "Then 
we moved out to our farm in Dover which 
we love and where we spend all possible spare 
time. North Haven, Maine, has been our vaca
tion headquarters since I was 10 years old. 

"I love people and you see plenty of them 
in politics and government. No job is more 
satisfactory than one of workuig out prob
lems that affect us all." 

Saltonstall married Alice Wesselhoeft of 
Jaffrey, N.H .. in 1916 and the couple had siX 
children, including William L. Saltonstall, of 
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Manchester who retired last year as a member 
of t he Massachusetts Senate. 

The Republican leader gained much of his 
political strength through a common touch 
and simple candor which won him bipartisan 
support. Typical of the candor was a remark 
he made during a campaign speech in south 
Boston. 

Referring to a supporter of an opponent 
who had called him "old horse face ," Salton
stall retorted: "It's the only face I have and 
it will be the same face after the election 
as it was before it." 

During his college days, he captained a 
Harvard crew which won the Royal Regatta 
at Henley, England, in 1914. He also played 
football and baseball. 

As Massachusetts governor he often walked 
part of the way to the Statehouse, after rid
ing on a commuter train and chatting with 
passengers. He refused to have a bodyguard 
or motorcycle escorts. 

He burned a wood fire regularly in his 
office fireplace, and often had breakfast con
ferences at his 89-acre farm, personally serv
ing eggs, sausage, ham and honey. 

In addition to his political activities, 
Saltonstall participated in civic, charitable 
and cultural affairs. 

In 1937, he was chairman of the first 
Greater Boston Community Campaign. He 
was a corporator and trustee of many Massa
chusetts <:haritable and civic institutions. 

He served on the Board of Overseers of 
Harvard for 18 years, and was a member of 
the Board of Regents of the Smithsonian 
Institution in Washington, and of the Board 
of Trustees of the John F. Kennedy Center 
for the Performing Arts and the U.S.S. Con
stitution Museum. 

His autobiography, "Salty: Recollections of 
a Yankee in Politics," was published in 1976. 

In addition to his wife, Alice; son, Wil
liam; and daughter, Susan, he leaves another 
daughter, Mrs. Emily S. Byrd of Chestnut 
Hill , a sister, Mrs. George Lewis, and a 
brother, Richard , both of Sherborn. 

He also leaves 10 grandchildren. 
A memorial service will be held Wednesday 

at 2 in the Memorial Church, Harvard Uni
versity, Cambridge. 

(From the Boston Herald American, 
June 18, 1979] 

THE BELOVED FATHER 

(This is a tribute to his father written 
by William L. Saltonstall, former Massachu
setts state senator.) 

Father was a strong man, strong in body
he loved athletics and working on his farm. 
Strong in mind-firm in his convictions as 
to right and wrong. 

He was always a leader. We knew him as 
such in our close family. Others acknowl
edged him first as a captain in sports, later 
as a leader in his state and nation. He liked 
to lead and to do his best at whatever he 
did. 

Happily married for 62 years, he adored our 
mother. He loved his family and liked to 
surround himself with them at family gath
erings and holiday celebrations. He loved 
his university and the leadership it stood 
for. He loved his country and all the people 
in it. · 

For years he carried in his pockets small 
quotes about what a great country it is. 

He loved his God. Each morning he read 
from a volume of Bible quotes and thoughts 
of religious leaders that his uncle, Bishop 
Lawrence, gave him, until he wore out two 

. books. 
He loved and was loved. We shall miss him 

deeply and we are grateful that he went 
in peace. 

As he said himself in the hospital, his 
work is done. 

CXXV--956-Pa.rt 12 

[From the Boston Herald American, 
June 18, 1979] 

THE VALUED FRIEND 

(This article was written for The Herald 
American yesterday by former House Speaker 
Joh n W. McCormack after he learned of 
Leverett Saltonstall's death.) 

I was shocked when a phone call informed 
me that Leverett Saltonstall was dead. I 
knew he had been ill, but it is always shock
ing when you lose a friend-especially a 
friend as close as Salty was to me. 

I'm 87, a year older than Salty. 
We 'd known each other since the early 

1920s when we began serving together in 
the Massachusetts Legislature, he as a Re
publican and I as a Democrat. We later 
served together for many years in Washing
ton. He was in the Senate, of course, while 
I was in the House of Representatives. 

Although we belonged to different political 
parties, that never had a bearing on our 
friendship. There was never an unpleasant 
word between us. That's the way it should 
be. Friendship should always be above party 
considerations. 

Salty was one of the most dedicated and 
one of the fairest legislators I've met in the 
more than a half century I've been in 
politics. 

He was always a gentleman. 
And make no mistake about it, he had 

a great deal of Democratic support. The 
reason for that is although he was a Repub
lican, he had an independent mind. He would 
vote for Democratic measures if he believed 
in them. 

His death will be a great loss to Massachu
setts and to the country. 

Salty was a man who was able to relate 
to people in all walks of life. He'll be missed 
as much in South Boston as on Beacon Hill . 

The last time I saw him was when we met 
on Congress Street in early May, before he 
went into the hospital. We talked in front 
of the building that is named after me
the building that houses the main Post 
Office. 

I don't recall that we talked politics. It 
was mostly an exchange of pleasantries. 

We were two old friends who accidentally 
happened to meet on the street. I was happy 
to see Salty, and I told him so. 

I'm glad I had that opportunity because 
it was the last time I was to see him. 

He'll be remembered by everyone for being 
a gentleman. And I'll remember him as a 
friend. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield to my junior 
colleague, Senator TsoNGAS. 

Mr. TSONGAS. I thank the Senator 
for yielding. 

Mr. President, I hold the seat that 
Senator Saltonstall held for so many 
years. When he first came to this body 
I was 4 years old. Clearly he was not only 
an institution here in Washington but 
particularly back in Massachusetts. I 
think it is fair to say that he was a 
beloved institution. 

I would simply add to what the senior 
Senator has said, that coming from an 
immigrant family who also happened to 
be Republican, Senator Saltonstall was 
beloved not only in the traditional Re
publican circles but even to those fami
lies, like my own, who came to this coun
try from overseas and who had respect 
for his personality, for his courage, for 
his honor, and for what he stood in the 
American political system. 

Mr. President, with the passing yes
terday, at the age of 86, of Senator Lev
erett Saltonstall of Massachusetts, an 

era has ended. My State of Massachu
setts, the U.S. Senate, and the Nation 
wil ~ profoundly miss the white-haired 
grand old man the people called "Salty." 

In his 40 years in public life, including 
22 years in the Senate and three terms 
as Governor of Massachusetts, he built 
an unparalleled record. There are not 
many figures about whom it can be truly 
said that they were universally beloved
he was one of them. 

I met him only once. I was 4 years old 
when he was first elected to the Senate. 
But growing up in Lowell, Mass., I well 
remember the esteem in which Demo
crats and Republicans, rich and poor 
alike, held this man. He was an enlight
ened leader who never feared to stand 
firmly on his principles. Although widely 
known as "Mr. Republican" in Massa
chusetts, he was respected by his con
stituents of all political views, for his 
honesty and dedication. 

On the great issues of our times, he 
stood in that rare group of men who have 
given such distinction to the body in this 
Chamber by their ability to rise above 
partisan politics to serve the best inter
ests of the Nation. 

His son, former Massachusetts State 
Senator William Saltonstall has reported 
that among his father's last words in the 
hospital were, "My work is done." While 
those of us left behind to struggle with 
the issues of the day are poorer for the 
loss of his counsel and guidance, we can 
be thankful for the example which he 
has given us. In this sense, and in the 
hearts of the people who loved him, his 
work will always go on. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, we mourn 
the loss today of one of the most dis
tinguished men ever to have served in 
the U.S. Senate, Leverett Saltonstall of 
Massachusetts. 

I regret that I did not have the pleas
ure of serving with Senator Saltonstall. 
He was leaving just as I was arriving in 
1967. But I know by reputation, as some 
of my colleagues here know first-hand, 
that Leverett Saltonstall represented 
many of the Senate's finest and most 
cherished traditions: Independent judg
ment, unfailing courtesy, and a fervent 
commitment to the service of his 
country. 

As the Washington Post observed some 
years ago, Senator Saltonstall was 
"neither a fighting liberal nor a reac
tionary, but his voice and his vote have 
usually been on the side of common 
sense." 

All of these traits made this self-effac
ing scion of one of America's first fami
lies a towering figure in his beloved Com
monwealth of Massachusetts, in theRe
publican Party he represented so well, 
and in the Nation he served with such 
distinction. 

I know my colleagues join me in ex
pressing our sympathy to Senator Sal
tonstall's family in this time of sorrow, 
but we are all fortunate that he lived so 
long among us. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that appreciations of Senator Sal
tonstall from today's editions of the 
Washington Post and the New York 
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Times be inserted in the RECORD at this 
point. 

There being no objection, the articles 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD 
as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, Monday, 
June 18, 1979] 

LEVERETT SALTONSTALL, Ex-SENATOR FROM 
MASSACHUSETTS, DIES 
(By Richard Pearson) 

Former Sen. Leverett Saltonstall (R
Mass.), the reserved and genteel patrician 
who represented his state in the Senate for 
22 years before retiring in 1967, died of con
gestive heart failure yesterday in his home in 
Dover, Mass. He was 86. 

At the time of his retirement, he was the 
ranking Republican member of two of the 
most powerful committees in the Senate
Appropriations and Armed Services-and 
exerted a strong influence on national policy. 

He spoke little on the Senate floor, but was 
at his best in conference committees, where 
his compromise language on controversial 
b111s often carried the day. Elected to the 
Senate in 1944, Sen. Saltonsta.ll was per
ceived as an Eastern liberal during his early 
career, but perhaps with rising age, seemed 
to grow more conservative. 

In a 1965 editorial, The Post said that he 
was "neither a fighting liberal nor a reac
tionary, but his voice and his vote have 
usually been on the side of common sense." 

During his early years in the Senate, Sen. 
Saltonstall favored the Bretton Woods agree
ment, the United Nations charter, and Amer
ican participation in the international 
organization. He voted for the European re
covery b111 in 1948, and the North Atlantic 
security pact in 1949. 

Sen. Saltonstall opposed American involve
ment in Southeast Asia in 1953, but voted 
in favor of administration appropriations 
b111s for Vietnam expenditures during the 
Johnson years. 

In domestic legislation, he voted against 
the expansion of the Tennessee Valley Au
thority in the 1940s, favored cuts in non
defense spending in 1950, and helped lead 
the unsuccessful fight against the St. Law
renoe Seaway b111 in 1954. 

Sen. Saltonstall sat in on White House 
consultations during the Cuban missile crisis 
and was a member of the American party 
that went to Moscow to sign the limlted nu
clear test ban treaty in 1963. 

During the mid-1960s, he helped write 
and lead the fight for a GOP alternative to 
the Democrats' medicare program. 

For eight of the years he served as Massa
chusetts' senior senator, the state's junior 
senator was John F. Kennedy. When Ken
nedy entered the Senate in 1953, Sen. Salton
stall was a committee chairman in a Repub
lican administration. For long periods in 
those early days, Kennedy was in bed with 
a back injury. 

"I put his name on everything I did for 
Massachusetts while he was sick," Sen. 
Saltonstall once said, meaning that he saw 
to it that his junior colleague got equal blll
ing for federal funds going to Massachusetts. 

Kennedy gave only mild support to Sen. 
Saltonstall's 1954 and 1960 opponent, Foster 
Furcolo, and seemed to limit his opposition 
to the patrician senator to m1ld ribbing. 

In a speech in Boston on Oct. 19, 1963, 
Kennedy evoked a roar of laughter when he 
mentioned the appearance of Sen. Barry 
Goldwater (R-Ariz.) earlier that week, when 
Goldwater was introduced at a Boston GOP 
rally by Sen. Saltonstall with the words: "He 
and I have differed on many problems, but 
we respect one another." 

"Why," Kennedy exclaimed, "I used to get 
a better introduotion frcm Sen. Saltonstall 
when I was in the Senate than that." 

Sen. Saltonsta.ll had a lantern jaw and 

long Yankee face, "a face that hasn't changed 
in 300 years," according to one writer. 

He was descended from Sir Richard Salton
stall, who came to America in 1630. Gov. 
John Leverett became in the 1600s the first 
of eight forebears to serve as governors of 
Massachusetts. 

In the 1920s, an uncle was appointed to 
clean up a Boston scandal. When Mayor 
James Michael Curley called anxiously to find 
out who the new man was to be, he was 
told it was Endicott Peabody Saltonstall. 

"Oh my gosh, not all three of them!" 
screamed the Irish boss. 

Sen. Saltonstall was born in Chestnut Hill, 
Mass., and earned bachelor's and law de
grees at Harvard University. 

After serving as an Army artillery officer 
in France during World War I, he practiced 
law in Boston. 

He served on the board of aldermen of 
Newton and as an assistant district attorney 
of Middlesex County before winning election 
to the Massachusetts House of Representa
tives in 1922. 

He served in the state house for 13 years, 
the last five as speaker. In 1938, Sen. Salton
stall defeated James Michael Curley for the 
Massachusetts governorship, and won re
election in 1940 and 1942. 

From 1939 to 1944, he was chairman of 
the New England Governors' Conference and 
was chairman of the National Governors' 
Conference in 1944. 

In 1944, Sen. Saltonstall ran for the Sen
ate seat vacated by Een. Henry Cabot Lodge 
(R.-Mass.), who had resigned from Congress 
that year to serve in the Army. Sen. Salton
stall defeated Democrat John H. Corcoran 
by more than 400,000 votes, and was re
elected in 1948 over John I. Fitzgerald. 

After retiring from the Senate, Sen. Sal
tonstall became a gentleman farmer on his 
Dover estate. He returned to the public eye 
last November when he endon:ed Francis W 
Hatch, the Republican's unsuccessful guber
n::~.torial candidate. 

Sen. Saltonstall is Eurvived by his wife, 
the former Allee Wesselhoeft, two daughters. 
a son, and 10 grandchildren. 

[From the New York Times, June 18, 1979] 

LEVERETT SALTONSTALL Is DEAD AT 86; REVIVED 
THE MASSACHUSETTS G.O.P. 
(By George Goodman Jr.) 

Leverett Saltonstall, the former Republi
can United States Senator and Governor of 
Massachusetts, died yesterday at his farm 
in Dover, South of Boston, the city where 
his descendants were among the first English 
settlers to arrive in 1630. He was 86 years 
old. 

Because of his stunning victory for Gov
ernor in 1938 over James Michael Curley, the 
Mayor of Boston, a defeat that ended 40 
years of Democratic Party "Beacon Hill 
machine" rule, Mr. Saltonstall was fre
quently suggested by Republican leaders as 
a possibility for the highest national offices. 
But in the low-keyed, manner of his patri
cian upbringing, the Senator, a gaunt figure 
noted for his long face and protruding chin, 
simply ignored his supporters. 

After nearly 22 years in the Senate he re
tired in 1967 and returned to operate his 89-
acre farm on the banks of the Charles River. 
Recently a patient at Faulkner Hospital in 
Boston, he was allowed to spend his last 
week in Dover despite his failing condition. 

"His heart couldn't keep up with what 
he wanted to do--he wanted to come home," 
said his daughter Susan, one of three sur
vi vlng chlldren. 

TRmUTE FROM VOLPE 

John A. Volpe, a former Secretary of 
Transportation and onetime Governor, sa1d: 
"He was one of those men I admired most 

in public life. The thing I remember moat 
was his integrity." 

John W. McCormack, former Democratic 
Speaker of the House whose career in office 
paralleled Mr. Saltonstall's, said, "He was a 
great friend, an outstanding American and 
a gentleman." 

While most often described as a staunch 
member of the party's liberal wing "Salty" 
was not considered liberal enough by labor 
leaders, who asserted during the 1950's that 
he voted against their interests on 23 of 30 
critical issues, including aid to education, 
taxes, rent control, defense production con
trols and military ald. 

But Senator Saltonstall was credited by 
others with liberal policies that involved 
increased public services, modernization of 
Congress and flexible farm supports. 

Despite a record of support for civil Ub
erties as Governor, Mr. Saltonsta.ll was criti
cized for failing to take action during the 
1940's when Boston was the scene of violent 
outbreaks of anti-Semitism. After articles 
in New York newspapers documenting inci
dents and demanding action, the Governor 
was angered. He later conceded having had 
a "rude awakening" and called for an in
vestigation by an interfaith commission. An 
immediate result was a new pollee commis
sioner for the city. 

LAUDED FOR FI3CAL FOLICY 
In other matters, he was praised for effici

ent fiscal policies and proudly proclaimed his 
succerses. At the completicn of his term as 
Governor in 194:4, state revenues showed a 
surplus of $19,000,000 and debts had been 
reduce:l to $4,000,000. 

Leverett Saltonstall, born in the E'oston 
suburb of Chestnut Hill in 1892, was a de
scendant of Sir Richard Saltonstall, a col
league of John Winthrop, the colony's first 
administrator. Both men came from Boston 
in Lincolnshire, England. 

He was the lOth Saltonstall to attend Har
vard College. He earned his undergraduate 
degree with Phi Beta Kappa honors in 1914. 
His law degree wa'l granted by Harvard Law 
School in 1917. 

In World War I, Mr. Saltonstall was a first 
lieutenant in the Army. He returned to work 
in the law firm of his uncle, Endicott Salton
stall, before his association with Gaston, 
Snow, Saltonstall & Hunt, in 1921. 

un that year he be::ame District Attorney 
for Middlesex County and served for two 
years. In 1923 he began a 13-year tenure in 
the Legislature, of which he was Speaker 
from 1929 until 19·36. 

ONLY ONE DEFEAT 
His only political defeat came in 1936 when 

he failed to become Lieutenant Governor. 
Two years later he returned for his guberna
torial victory. 

When Henry Cabot Lodge resigned from 
the Senate in 1944, Mr. Saltonstall announced 
his candidacy for the post, which he won 
with a. 400,000-vote plurality. 

Mr. Saltonstall was frequently taunted by 
his opponents because of his physiognomy. 
It was a mark of his political acumen that 
he learned to turn such taunts toward his 
own advantage. Dascribed by a columnist as 
"Back Bay manners and a South Bostcn 
face," he campaigned hard in South Boston, 
where he scooped up Democratic votes. 

"I'm proud of my South Boston face. It 
may be an old horse face, too, but it's the 
onlyone I've got and it doesn't change after 
the elections," he told cheering crowds. 

IHe is survived by his wife, the former Alice 
Wesselhoeft. The couple had six children, of 
whom three survive, Susan, Emily S. Byrd 
a.nd Wllllam L. Sa.ltonstall. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I wish 
to express the great sadness I felt upon 
learning of the loss of one of America's 
greatest Senators, Leverett Saltonstall. A 
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good friend, Salty will be remembered for 
his gentleness of nature and his strong 
infiuence on Republican and national 
policies. He fathered a milestone piece of 
legislation, the Saltonstall-Kennedy Act 
that is the single most infiuential source 
of money for the development of under
utilized species of fish. To his tribute 
and far-sightedness the act is still work
ing today, some 20 years later. Since its 
passage the ensuing rapid revitalization 
of the U.S. fishing industry and the pas
sage of the 200-mile limit is truly the 
fulfillment of his vision. -

I extend my heartfelt sympathy to the 
members of his family and support the 
passage of the Senate resolution in his 
honor. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, along 
with many of our colleagues, I am sad
dened to learn of the passing of former 
Senator Leverett Saltonstall on June 17, 
at his home in Massacusetts. He was an 
admirable gentleman, a fine Senator, 
and I greatly valued him as a friend. 

When I first came to the Senate, he 
had been here for about 2 years, and we 
were here together as colleagues for 20 
years, until he retired in 1967. Our 
friend and former colleague had a long 
life of public service. He was a county 
district attorney, and then served 13 
years in the Massachusetts legislature, 
of which he was the Speaker from 1929 
to 1936. He served with distinction as 
Governor, and then he was elected and 
reelected twice to the Senate. 

We served together on the Appropri
tions Committee and on the Armed 
Services Committee, where he was at 
one time chairman and later he was' the 
ranking minority member at the time 
he retired. He was a man of high stand
ards and complete integrity. He came 
from a long established family in New 
England, and he had the patrician man
ner and bearing of his training, but he 
was blessed with much commonsense 
and an appreciation for humor. 

Leverett Saltonstall had a full life. He 
served his country as a lieutenant in 
World War I. He was a proficient prac
ticing lawyer. He was an outstanding 
Senator who faithfully served the people 
of Massachusetts and the Nation. He 
was an accomplished and effective legis
lator, a statesman, and a friend and we 
will miss him. ' 

On behalf of Mrs. Stennis and my
self, I extend my deep sympathy to his 
dea! and wonderful wife Alice, and to 
their three surviving children in the loss 
of this wonderful person who was hus
band, and father to them. 

Mr. President, I do not know of any
one whose word was more highly es
teemed, whose manners were as ad
mired, and whose consideration was ap
preciated here more than this truly 
great man's. With others who knew him 
I mourn his passing. ' 

Mr. JAVITS. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. STENNIS. Yes, I am glad to yield. 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I hope 

that my remarks--and perhaps Senator 
~TENNIS wishes the same--will be placed 
m the context of other similar remarks 
as a memorial to Senator Saltonstall 
later today. 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. 

Mr. JA VITS. I just want to say that 
Lev was a man with whom we had very 
close relations here, in the Senate. He 
was a wonderful human being, full of in
tegrity, and marvelous motivation for 
our country. For myself, I wish to em
phasize the intense devotion he had to 
the civil rights question. I was struck 
that a veteran of the Senate--even when 
I came here, already a veteran of the 
Senate--a Member of what was then 
the Senate club, nonetheless took up the 
cudgel when civil rights was considered 
a near revolution in this Chamber. He 
actually sponsored, as a member of a 
group of Senators, civil rights measures 
himself, stood up for it and had a press 
conference. It was one of the most im
pressive demonstrations of the best of 
New England. Lev Saltonstall was the 
best. 

Whatever Members may feel or not 
feel about the issue, it was so illustrative 
of the indomitable character and qual
ity of the man that, to me, it stands as 
his finest memorial. 

Mrs. Javits and I join Senator 
STENNis and other Senators in express
ing our profound sympathy and con
dolence to Mrs. Saltonstall. 

Lev lived a rich, full, highly useful, 
and also very rewarding life. We mourn 
his passing. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I want 
to join in the tributes that are being 
paid today to the memory of Leverett 
Sal tons tall. 

Had this gentleman lived in the days 
of King Arthur, he surely would have 
been a member of the Round Table. 

In fact, when I first came to the Sen
ate and met Leverett Saltonstall for the 
first time, such was his demeanor and his 
bearing that I thought he ought to have 
been in armor. He was truly a knight in 
the best sense of that word, an aristo
crat, a principled man whose veracity 
was always beyond question. He had 
great strength of character and posses
sed all of those qualities of nobility that 
every person recognized who was privi
leged to know him. 

These qualities, however, in no sense 
limited his sense of justice for all of the 
people. Many were those who said that 
Leverett Saltonstall was a blueblood. But 
his compassion for the needy, his service 
in the Senate for people in all walks of 
life, made him a genuine Senator of the 
people. 

As I look back over the years, there 
were very few Senators who stand out 
so vividly in my memory as Leverett Sal
tonstall. 

I think that the Senators who knew 
him, who served with him, will not only 
honor his memory, but will feel a per
sonal sense of loss in the knowledge that 
he has now passed on. 

So, Mr. President, I wish to join with 
my colleagues in expressing my own 
sympathy and that of my wife, Bethine, 
who was also privileged to know the Sal
tonstalls, to the surviving m.embers of his 
family. They all should be comforted in 
the knowledge that he was so highly re
spected by fellow Members of the Sen
ate and that the mark he made in public 
service will be long cherished and re
membered. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, the 
Senate has been very much saddened 
today by the news of the death of our 
late colleague Leverett Saltonstall, of 
Massachusetts. 

When I first came to Congress, Sena
tor Saltonstall was one of the most re
spected Members of the Senate. His word 
was his bond. He gave an air of stability 
to this institution which increased the 
confidence of Americans in the Senate. 
His character was such that he lent 
strength to this institution, and I think 
that was the record throughout his life. 

As Governor of the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts, his personal qualities 
were such that he strengthened the State, 
and this certainly is one of the most im
portant contributions that any individ
ual can make. 

I thought a number of times over the 
years about those personal qualities 
which gave him the ability to provide a 
sense of stability and confidence and 
trust. I think his total integrity, his can
dor, his obvious patriotism were all ele-, 
ments which enabled him to make the 
unique contribution he made. 

I recall an occasion about 6 years ago 
when I visited Senator Saltonstall and 
Mrs. Saltonstall on his 80th birthday. It 
was a great joy to me to see the serenity 
with which he was enjoying the years of 
his retirement, the positive outlook he 
had, on a sunny day in North Haven, 
Maine, which was a spot he loved dearly, 
surrounded by many members of his 
family. 

It was the kind of reward that all of 
us might one day hope to find-a few 
years of that kind of life. He will be 
missed. 

I join the other Member3 of the Senate 
in expressing my sympathy and that of 
Mrs. Mathias-who is a native of Massa
chusetts and a lifelong friend of Senator 
Saltonstall-to Mrs. Saltonstall and to 
all their family. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I move 
approval of the resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
ouestion is an agreeing to the resolu
tion. 

The resolution <S. Res. 186) was 
azreed to. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

THE SAVOR OF SALT 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the 

conclusion of the SALT II Treaty is 
leading to an intensive debate on the 
contribution of SALT II to our national 
security. 

In a recent op-ed article in the New 
York Timec;, Anthony Lewis analyzes the 
important verification issues related to 
SALT. I agree with him that since there 
is no such thing as absolute knowledge 
of strategic deployments, the real ques
tion is whether uncertainty and stability 
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would be greater with the new SALT 
Treaty or without it. I share Mr. Lewis' 
confidence that the SALT debate will 
make clear to the American Congress 
and people that SALT II is in our na
tional interest. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that Mr. Lewis' thoughtful and im
portant article be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE SAVOR OF SALT 
(By Anthony Lewis) 

WASHINGTON.-The instinctive American 
skepticism toward absolute claims should 
serve the country well as it debates the 
second strategic arms limitation agreement 
in the months ahead. For what is at issue is 
not perfection but the balance of advantage: 
whether ratification of the treaty would on 
balance make us more or less secure. 

The point is well lllustrated by the ques
tion of verification, which will play a crucial 
part in the debate. American experts know in 
extraordinary detan the mechanics and the 
performance of the Soviet Union's present 
strategic weapons. They say they are confi
dent that we wm be able to monitor changes 
in or additions to that armory. 

But there is no such thing as absolute 
knowledge of what the Russians are up to, 
in this or any area. There wm always be a 
band of uncertainty. The question, rather, is 
whether the uncertainty would be greater 
with the treaty or without it. 

When the verification issue is viewed in 
those terms, I think the case for SALT n is 
strong. In three fundamental ways the treaty 
enhances our abtl1ty to monitor Soviet activ
ity. If the treaty were to fall, the band of 
uncertainty would be greatly broadened. 

First, the treaty binds the two parties not 
to interfere with "national technical means" 
of checking compliance with its terms. That 
includes not only satellites but trawlers, 
planes and stationary electronic equipment. 

The idea of technical spying does not seem 
surprising to us nowadays; the concept has 
become accepted under SALT I. But back in 
the 1960's there was real American concern 
that the Soviets would not accept it-that 
they would denounce satellite survelllance, 
for example, as a violation of national sov
ereignty. And without agreement on the 
point they could still jam our apparatus or 
even shoot down satellltes. 

Second, the parties agree not to conceal 
anything in a way that would prevent effec
tive monitoring of compllance with the 
treaty. The importance of this provision is 
that it allows either side to raise questions 
way short of any actual evidence of cheat
ing-if missiles are hidden by new structures, 
for example. 

There is a philosophical as well as a tech
nical point in these aspects of the treaty. 
They legitimize the idea that strategic weap
ons developments are not exclusive national 
secrets-that there is a larger interest in let
ting the other superpower know. Because the 
United States is an open society, in which 
new weapons systems always involve public 
debate, it is an enormous advantage for us 
to have the Soviets accept this principle. 

Third, the treaty would continue and 
bro111den the arrangement made under SALT 
I for immediate discussion of any questions 
about compliance. The earlier treaty created 
a Standing Consultative Commission for this 
purpose, and it has actually worked ·as an 
effective device to explore suspicions of vio
lation. 

For example, American experts beclliffie 
concerned a few years ago about the possi
bility that a Soviet antiaircraft missile was 
being converted to an antiballistic mi=sne 
system. What made them suspicious was the 
use of a certain type of radar with the mis-

sne. When the u.s. raised the issue the radar 
was withdrawn from that use, giving assur
ance that the missiles were not in fact being 
converted. 

In. another episode, the Soviets came to 
the Standing Consultative Commission and 
S3id they were running behind schedule on 
some dismantling of old devices under SALT 
I. They sought an extension and got it in re
turn for delay in installing new devices. 
Because the U.S. was informed, fear and ten
sion were avoided. 

In short, the two SALT agreements institu
tionalize consultation on these matters. 
Without a treaty in opel'ation, the forum for 
raising such concerns would simply not 
exist-and there would be a. significant, a de
stab111zing, loss of confidence. 

Of course the Senate must be satisfied that 
American officials will vigorously raise any 
suspicions within the .SALT compliance 
framework. But it is extremely important to 
appreciate the benefits to this country of 
having a recognized forum for serious, tech
nical discussion with the Soviets in knowl
edge and assurance and stability. 

Genuine belief in the comparative advan
tages of SALT II, on verification and other 
issues, must explain why Administration of
ficials are going into this battle with more 
sense of confidence than in many others. Sec
retary of State Vance put it the other day: 

"The issue is really a simple one: Does 
the tre3ty enhance our security and our al
lies? Are we 'better off with it or without it? 
I think the facts will show that we are in
finitely better off with it. I have faith that 
we can convince the Senate and the Amer
ican people." 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk proceed
ed to call the roll. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

THE U.N. BANKROLL 
Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi

dent, this week the Senate will be con
sidering S. 588, the foreign assistance ap
propriation for fiscal year 1980. 

S. 588, as reported by the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, would authorize sub
stantial appropriations for the United 
Nations and related U.N. agencies. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that an article entitled "U.N. Sys
tem, Claiming Deficits, Has $1.4 Billion 
in Bank," from the Washington Post of 
June 17, be printed in the RECORD. I fur
ther ask unanimous consent that a fol
lowup article entitled "U.N. Accounts 
Lose Millions in Interest," from the 
Washington Post of today, also be printed 
in the RECORD. 
. These two articles will, I believe, be 

useful to Senators in considering the 
provisions of the foreign assistance legis-· 
lation. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
U.N. SYSTEM, CLAIMING DEFICITS, HAS $1.4 

BILLION IN BANK 
(By Ronald Kessler) 

UNITE'J NATIONS, June 16.-The United Na
tiOnS and its affiliates, while claiming to be 
plagued with deficits, have been . running a 

surplus of as much as $350 million a year and 
have $1.4 billion in excess funds in bank ac
counts, audited financial statements show. 

The organizations that m!loke up the U.N. 
system have managed to create the impres
sion that they are in difficult financial 
straits by distributing funds among anum
ber of special accounts and placing vast sums 
in special reserves, the statements disclose. 

In some cases, the U.N. organizations have 
obscured the fact that they actually have 
amassed considerable wealth by depicting 
their finances in ways that accountants say 
are highly questionable. 

The audited financial statements have been 
publicly available for years, but apparently 
no one has ever totaled the figures to obtain 
a complete picture of the finances of the 
U.N. system. 

The United Nations Children's Fund 
(UNICEF), one of the organizations in the 
U.N. system, alone has $100 million to $140 
million in its bank accounts, the audited 
statements show. In recent years the organi
zation that helps starving children has run 
an annual surplus ranging from $8 million to 
more th111n $20 million. 

The excess money, enough to run UNICEF 
for at least six months and possible almost 
a year, is equivalent to the amount that 
children would collect in UNICEF Halloween 
trick-or-treat campaigns over 70 years. 

U.S. and U.N. officials acknowledged they 
did not know exactly how much the U.N. 
system takes in or spends each yP.ar. A State 
Department compilation shows the organiza
tions in 1977 received income of $2.4 billion, 
a commonly accepted figure. But this does 
not include all the U.N. organiz,ations. 

Totaling each organization's financial 
statements collected over a period of months 
shows they had total income in 1977 of $2.7 
billion-$300 million above the widely ac
cepted figure. 

Far from running deficits, the U.N. organi
zations in 1977 retained 13 percent of their 
total income as a surplus, the figures show. 

By comparison, CARE, the nonprofit orga
nization that distributes food overseas and 
has no connection with the United Na.tions, 
had a surplus last year of 1.2 percent. 

In 1977, the latest year for which full fig
ures are available, U.N. organizations had 
enough money in their bank accounts to 
cover operating expenses for an average of 
seven months and, in some cases, as much 
as two years. 

CARE, by contrast, had enough in the 
bank and other investments to cover opera
tions for about a month. 

The U.N. organizations place their excess 
funds in banks throughout the world. De
tails will be covered in a second article. 

U.N. officials say the excess funds are 
needed to insure that commitments to fund 
projec"s in the future will be met. 

"UNICEF needs an operational capital to 
maintain liquidity during the year and to 
absorb differences between revenue and ex
penditure for future years," Henry R. La
bouisse, executive director of UN1CEF, said 
in this year's financial statements. 

After reviewing the figures on U.N. system 
finances, the State Department confirmed 
last week that they were accurate but ob
.Jected to any attempt to lump together thP. 
the finances of all U.N. organizations . 

Charles W. Maynes, Jr., the assistant secre
tary of State for international organizations, 
said, "Each organization is completely au
tonomous, and money cannot be shifted from 
one to the other." 

In a 14-page statement, he said large por
tions of the excess funds are in special funds 
for particular purposes or in reserves that 
should not be counted. 

For example, a $150 million "reserve" of 
the United Nations Development Program 
(UNDP) should be deducted before reporting 
on the UNDP's accumulated cash, Maynes 
said. 
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To present U.N. system finances in proper 
accounting terms, Maynes said in the state
ment, the bank balances should be reduced 
further by deducting the accounts payable
bills owed by each organization. 

Maynes singled out the United Nations 
itself, which is less well off than most of the 
affiliate organizations in the U.N. system, as 
an entity, with particular problems. 

He said it has a "deficit" because some 
countries have refused to pay their assessed 
contributions. If this "deficit" is considered, 
and the a.mounts . owed by the United Na
tions are taken into account, it w111 be 
shown to be "on the verge of bankruptcy," 
Maynes said. 

In addition, Maynes said an article on the 
overall financial situation of the U.N. system 
would be used unf-airly by political critics 
of the United Nations. 

When first asked about the bank accounts 
of U.N. organizations, Maynes said a story 
on the subject "wlll do tremendous damage 
to the U.N .. .. The damage will be incredible. 
It will be devastating." 

Accountants disagreed with Maynes ' view 
of how U.N. system finances should be pre
sented. They said, for example, that reserves 
of an organization should be included when 
assessing its wealth. 

Paul Rosenfield, director of the American 
Institute of Certified Public Accountants, 
accounting standards division, disagrees with 
the United Nations definition of "deficit." A 
deficit is an excess of expenses over receipts 
he said, not the failure to collect a contribu
tion. 

"A deficit would have nothing to do with 
that," he said. 

Deducting various items from bank bal
ances, as suggested by the State Depart
ment, without offsetting them by adding in 
amounts owed to the organizations would 
produce a "very misleading piece of informa
tion," Rosenfield said. 

"It would look like an organization 1s go
ing out of business when it is highly profit
able, " Rosenfield said. 

Officials of U.N. organizations generally re
fused to permit inspection of records that 
would show how the United States spends 
its money. 

"It's not in the public domain," William 
Goodkind, deputy U.N. controller, said when 
asked about the terms of bank deposits. "We 
only show that to the auditors. I 'm not going 
to show it to anyone who walks in off the 
street." 

"There's no reason why you should have 
access to the files of the U.N.," George F. 
Davidson, undersecretary general for admin
istration and management, said when asked 
for a list of companies that receive contracts 
from the U,nited Nations. 

Although the U.S. government gave the 
largest single contribution to the United 
Nations, $600 mlllion to the U.N. system in 
1977, or $4.60 for each taxpayer, the Gen
eral Accounting Office, the audit arm of 
Congress, also has been refused access to 
~nancial records of U.N. organizations. 

"We can only ask questions," said George 
F. Saddler, the counselor for financial mat
ters at the U.S. Mission to the United Na
tions. "To look at records gets into a funda
mental policy question. We [the State De
partment) have never considered there was 
any need to look at those records." 

This year, the United States is tempo
rarily withholding contributions to some 
U.N. organizations in a disagreement over 
how assessments are made. So far, $139 mil
lion has been withheld and $172 million 
paid. 

Those who are allowed to see the United 
Nation's books-the U.N. board of auditors
have severely criticized nearly every facet of 
the United Nation's financial operations. 

In little-noticed reports published by the 
United Nations, the board, composed of 
a.udit staffs from t hree countries, has re-

peatedly "qualified" its opinion on the 
soundness of U.N. finances. 

This means the board refused to certify 
that the books as presented were accurate. 

The auditors have pointed specifically to 
deficiencies in the way the organization han
dles its checks, assets, invoices, purchases, 
contributions and books. They also have 
questioned the effectiveness of the U.N. in
ternal auditors and the qualifications of its 
financial officers. 

"The reporting system is inconsistent, and 
Lt's almost impossible to get a handle on 
the total activities of the system," said 
G . Peter Wilson, director-general of the 
U.N. external audit committee. 

"The system doesn't provide the assur
ance that the final information is accurate 
and, in many cases, that there are adequate 
controls to ensure proper use of financial 
resources ," Wilso.n said. 

He said the auditors have not addressed 
the reasons U.N. organizations generate -ex
cess funds, since this is a question of policy 
rather than accounting. 

"Why is the U.N. raising all these funds? 
Why does the U.N. act as a bank in the first 
place? These are not audit questions," he 
said . 

The U.N. system encompasses ,nearly 30 
organizations with acronyms like WHO, 
ILO, WIPO, UNITAR and ITU, besides the 
United Nations itself. It includes lending 
Institutions like the World Bank and In
ternational Monetary Fund, whose figures 
are not included here. It also includes hun
dreds of trust funds established for various 
purposes. 

Each organization and trust fund has its 
own member countries, governing body, 
books, employes and offices. No one person 
or body supervises the entire U.N. system. 

However, the U.N. General Assembly, 
through various councils and committees, 
coordinates the work of each of the organi 
zations and reviews their budgets. It also 
creates some organizations and appoints their 
chief executives. 

Financial data on each organization is not 
available at any one location. Although it 
spends $16.3 mlllion a year, the U.N.'s office 
of public information is of little help. 

Its publication, "Basic Facts about the 
U.N.," tells visitors the United Nation's 
budget in a recent two-year period was $784 
mlllion, or an average of $392 million a year. 
This was only 16 percent of the ex'\)enditures 
of the U.N. organizations described in the 
booklet. 

The organization with the biggest bank 
accounts and surplus is the United Nations 
Development Program (UNDP) , an um
brella agency that funds other U.N. organi
zations so they can improve health, educa
tion and nutrition in developing countries. 

At the end of 1977, the UNDP had $286.1 
million in its bank accounts. This was enough 
to run the organization for two-thirds of a 
year. Twelve trust funds administered by the 
UNDP had another $89 .9 milllon in the 
bank. 

Jn 1977. the UNDP ran a surplus of $168 
million. The U.S. government contributed 
$100 million to the organization in that 
year. 

G . Arthur Brown, deputy administrator of 
the UNDP, said the organization had fi
nancial difficulties in 1975 and 1976 and 
wanted to ensure that commitments to fund 
future pro.1ects would be met. Jn those years, 
according to UNDP financial statements, the 
organization had to dip into its reserves but 
had higher expenditures than it does today. 

"We're trying to increase the rate of ex
penditures," Brown said. 

'Tile World _ Food Program (WFP) , a U.N. 
organization that distributes food in i_m
poverished countries, had $132.1 million in 
its bank accounts. This was enough to run 
the Rome-based organization (exclusive of 

food contributed by countries) for nearly 
two years. 

The organization had a surplus in 1977 of 
$29.5 million , in that year, it received $77.4 
milllon from the United States. 

The Food and Agriculture Organization 
of the United Nations (FAO), which helps 
developing countries upgrade their own food 
supplies, had $116.4 mlllion in its bank ac
counts. This was enough to run the Rome
based agency for nearly two-thirds of a 
year. Even if the portion of this money 
that the FAO had put into trust funds was 
excluded, there was stlll enough in the bank 
to run the agency for nearly half a year. 

The FAO had an average annual surplus 
during its most recent two-year financial 
period of $29 .4 million. It received $18.5 mil
lion in U.S. contributions in 1977. 

The World Health Organization (WHO), 
which promotes health programs, had $116.5 
mlllion in the bank, or enough to run the 
Geneva-based organization for more than a 
third of a year. 

Despite a claim in its financial statements 
that it had a "cash deficit" in one fund, 
WHO took in $7.4 mlllion more than it 
spent in 1977. It received $43.3 milllon from 
the United States that year. 

A WHO official in Geneva said that some 
of its money is committed for future ex
penditures. 

The United Nations Educational, Scien
tific, and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) , 
which funds projects in varied fields , had 
$69 .2 mlllion in the bank. This was enough 
to run the Paris-based agency for about 
three-quarters of a year. Another $13.9 mil
lion was kept in banks by UNESCO trust 
funds. 

UNESCO took in $15.8 m1llion more than it 
spent in 1977. The United States contribu
tion to the organization that year was $27 
m1llion. 

A UNESCO spokesman in Paris said the 
organization's bank balances were unusually 
high because it had just received a $23 mil
lion loan from some countries. He said the 
loan was needed because the organization's 
primary fund was about to run out of 
money. 

The United Nations itself, which includes 
the General Assembly, Secretariat, Security 
Council, and International Court of Justice, 
had $69.4 mill1on in the bank, or enough to 
run the organization for nearly two months. 
The United Nations' 77 trust funds had an
other $80 million in the bank. 

During its most recent two-year financial 
period, the United Nations took in an aver
age each year of $12:8 mlllion more than it 
spent. The U.S. contribution to the United 
Nations in 1977 was $99.4 m1llion. 

UNICEF, which improves children's health, 
education and nutrition in developing coun
tries, had bank balances that ranged during 
the past two years from a low of $100 mlllion 
to a high of more than $140 mlllion. If 
money earmarked for particular purposes is 
excluded from the balances, UNICEF had 
enough in the bank at the end of 1977 to 
operate for almost a year. 

Jn 1977, UNICEF had a surplus of $23 .3 
million. It received $20 million in U.S. con
tributions in that year and another $250,000 
earmarked for the International Year of the 
Child, a program focusing this year on the 
needs of poor children. 

U.N. ACCOUNTS LOSE MILLIONS IN INTEREST 
(By Ronald Kessler) 

UNITED NATIONS, June 17.-More than $100 
million of excess funds amassed by the 
United Nations and its affiliates is being kept 
in U.S. and foreign bank accounts that pay 
little or no interest, audited financial state
ments show. 

The U.N. system thus would appear to be 
forfeiting m1llions of dollars it might collect 
each year in interest at a time when it is 
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complaining of deficits and difficulties in col
lecting assessments from member countries. 

The United Nations Children's Fund 
(UNICEF), one of the organizations that 
make up what is known as the U.N. system, 
keeps an average of $10 m1llion in interest
free checking accounts. 

':the United Nations itself, along with the 
United Nations Development Program 
(UNDP) , keeps an average of $20 mill1on in 
interest-free checking accounts. 

At current interest rates of more than 9 
percent for overnight investment of large 
funds, these sums alone represent a. loss of 
interest of nearly $3 m1llion a. year. 

In addition, at the end of 1977, U.N. system 
organizations had these amounts in banks: 

More than $11 mill1on of the United 
Nations Fund for Population Activities 
(UNFPA) earning interest of 1.75 percent a. 
year in Japanese banks. 

More than $17 mill1on of the United Na
tions Educational, Scientific and Cultural 
Organization (UNESCO) in various accounts 
paying little or no interest. 

More than $24 million of the UNDP in 
Japanese banks earning interest of 3.25 per
cent a. year. 

More than $2 m1llion of the UNDP funds 
in Netherlands 'banks earning interest of 1.5 
percent a. year. 

More than $7 mill1on of the United Na
tions funds in a 5 percent savings account 
in Chemical Bank in New York. 

More than $4 million of UNDP money in a. 
5 percent savings account. 

More than $1 m1llion of United Nations 
University funds in a. 5 percent savings 
account at Chemical Bank in New York . 

The deposits are part of $1.4 b1llion in 
excess funds kept b y U.N. system organiza
tions in various bank accounts throughout 
the world. A story in The Washington Post 
yesterday reported that U.N. organizations 
have been amassing a surplus of as much as 
$350 million a year. 

Officials of UNICEF and other U.N. orga
nizations said much of their interest-free 
money is in hundreds of accounts in foreign 
countries where it may be difficult to trans
fer money readily or obtain interest on 
deposits. 

They said savings accounts may be used to 
hold money temporarily until it is needed 
to cover checks. On other deposits, they said, 
they obtain quotes from several banks to get 
the best interest rates. 

While interest rates at some foreign banks 
may seem low, they said, the deposits may 
bring a. higher rate of return than if the 
money were invested in the United States 
because of foreign exchange fiuctua..tions . 

U.N. organizations declined to allow access 
to records that would show the full terms of 
their deposits. "Unless you have the logic 
behind the transaction , you could not form 
a. rational opinion on it," G. Arthur Brown, 
deputy administrator of the UNDP, said in 
declining to make available UNDP banking 
records. 

Giovanni Cava.glia., comptroller of UNICEF, 
s9.id disclosing interest rates on the organi
zation's bank deposits of more than $100 
million would give a competitive advantage 
to banks ·that bid for UNICEF'S business. 

The United Nations' board of auditors, 
which has access to the banking records, has 
criticized the way the United Nations man
ages its excess cash. 

Referring to the hundreds of millions of 
dollars available for investment, the board, 
com,posed of auditing staffs from three coun
tries, has called for forecasting cash needs 
based on when checks Me presented for pay
ment, closer monitoring of cash needs in 
overseas accountants, and an integrated sys
tem for investing funds from all U.N. offices. 

Asked why the UNDP was earning interest 
of only 3.25 percent a year on deposits of 
more tha~ $24 million in Japan, Deputy Ad-

ministrator Brown said Japan is one of the 
counrtries that imposes restrictions on money 
it contributes to the organization. 

"Seven O'l' eight countries (•including 
Japan) require us to keep money until need
ed in their countries and designate the 
banks where it will be held," Brown said. 
"The rate is set by the bank." 

Brown said he did not believe the UNDP 
got a lower rate in Japan as a. result. But 
data. published by the International Mone
tary Fund, which tracks foreign money 
transactions, show that overnight bank de
posits of as little as $100,000 were earning 
annual inte'l'est in Japan at the time of more 
than 5 percent. 

Asked what it recommended for overnight 
investment of $1 million, American Security 
Bank, one of Washington's major banks, said 
it off•ers a. return of 9.9 percent a. year through 
purchases of government securities. 

G. Peta- Wilson, director-general of the 
U.N. external audit committee, said the au
ditors are concerned about the United Na
tions' cash ma.na.gement practices. 

"When we see a. lot of (excess) money, we 
ask if it is adequately protected and invested 
in the best manner," he said, "What we have 
found is they (the U.N.) don't have systems 
for doing that adequately. There isn't much 
incentive for not leaving the money unin
vested." 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

BUDGET ACT WAIVER 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I aJSk unanimous consent that the Sen
ate proceed, for not to exceed 1 minute, 
to the consideration of Calendar Order 
No. 231, Senate Resolution 182. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, and I will not object, 
we have no objection to proceeding to the 
consideration of this item, a Budget Act 
waiver, which is on the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The res
olution will be stated by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 182) waiving section 
402 (a.) of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974 with respect to the consideration of 
s. 1319. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the resolution. 

The Resolution <S. Res. 182) was 
agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved, That pursuant to section 402(c) 
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, the 
provisions of section 402(a.) of such Act are 
waived with respect to the consideration of 
S. 1319, a. bill to authorize appropriations to 
the Department of Defense for m111tary con
struction programs for fiscal year 1980, and 
for other purposes. 

Such waiver is necessary to permit the 
consideration of legislation authorizing new 
budget authority for fiscal year 1980 for miU
tary construction progriUlls of the Depart
ment of Defense. The Committee on Armed 
Services was unable to consider and dispose 
of the proposed legislation prior to May 15, 
1979, because of the unusually heavy legisla
tive workload of t~e committee early in the 

session coupled with the uncertainty over the 
National Defense functional target levels 
established in the First Budget Resolution, 
which was not enacted until May 24, 1979. 

For the foregoing reasons, pursuant to sec
tion 402(c) of the Congressional Budge.t Act 
of 1974, the provisions of section 402(a) ot 
such Act are waived with respect to S . 1319 
as reported by the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I move to reconsider the vote by which 
the resolution was agreed to. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I move 
to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent to speak for 
not to exceed 1 minute in morning busi
ness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

CONVERTING TO COAL 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

for many years those of us from coal
producting States have stressed the ad
visability of making gt'eater use of this 
Nation's most abundant energy re
source. Goal is one of our most available 
defenses against rising fuel prices and 
threatened oil shortages. Not only can 
coal be burned in place of oil or natural 
gas in utilities and industrial plants, bu1 
it can also be used to make synthetic 
fuel'5. Coal gasification and liquefaction 
projects will be a reality if we make the 
necessary financial commitment to move 
full speed ahead. 

I am pleased to see that, in the face 
of the current energy crisis, others are 
now discovering the potential of coal. On 
Friday, June 15, the Washington Post 
wisely pointed out the need to demon
strate the promise of coal technology. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Washington Post editorial entitled "Oil 
From Coal-in a Hurry" be inserted in 
the RECORD at thiS point. 

There being no objection, the edi
torial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

On. FROM COAL-IN A HURRY 

With the latest surge in oil prices, the case 
for a. large-scale effort to make oil and gas out 
of coal has become overwhelming. Nobody 
knows exactly what it would cost to make 
gasoline from coal. But the country needs to 
find out--and quickly. It's obvious that 
the only real limit on the price of oil is the 
cost of substitute fuels. The only plausible 
substitute is· synthetic oil manufactured 
from coal. 

The country's most re.adily availalble de
fenses against stea.dilly rising oil prices are 
conservation, of course, and solar energy. But 
it is evident that they cannot reduce the 
need for oil fast enough to avoid the need for 
synthetics. That will be true even Lf all of 
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the oil-exporting nations continue their pres
ent production. But the Iranian revolution 
is a warning not to count on stablllty, peace 
and harmony in the Persian Gulf. 

The technology is already available to 
make oil and gas from coal. One argument 
against proceeding with it is the cost. The 
plants would be extremely expensive. The 
Carter administration is reluctarut to speed 
up federal spending at a time when it's trying 
to balance the budget. Private industry 
thinks the risks are too great. But past ex
perience with joint pulblic-private enterprises 
suggests ma.ny possible solutions. The most 

· promising would require private investment, 
wirth federal price guarantees. 

As for the environmental dangers, they are 
real but no greater than those incurred by 
any large min1ng or industrial operation. 
These plants would contribute to public 
health protection by removing from coal the 
pollutaruts that make its smoke toxic. 

The Carter .administration has several 
coal-oil and coal-gas projects in one stage 
or another of development. It is now impera
tive to force the pace, make decisions and 
greatly expand the plans for construction. 
Even with the grewtest pressure for speed, it 
takes four or five years to move a plant from 
blueprint into operation. 

The risks in the present slow progress are 
not entirely economic. The indecision at the 
White House on energy policy, and the inces
sant wrangling with Congress, are fueling 
the presidential campaigns of candidates who 
promise the opposite extreme--the most dra
matic of whom is John B. Connally. It is 
easy to imagine the possib111ty next winter of 
a severe recession caused by high oil prices, 
plus continuing lines at the filling stations, 
plus more quarreling and uncertairuty over 
energy policy, all adding up to victories for 
Mr. Connally in one party's primaries and de
feats for Mr. Carter in the other's. 

What are Mr. Carter and his administration 
to do? They are going to have to respond, and 
show that they are responding, to a deepen
ing oil shortage. One endeavor on which they 
can embark immediately, visi'bly and most 
usefully, is to demonstrate the promise of 
coal technology. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 

am very glad that the distinguished 
leader has made mention of coal, and 
also mentioned the subject of making 
energy out of coal that can be used in 
our vehicles. It just so happens that we 
have about one-third of all the remain
ing shale coal in the United States in my 
State, and for years we have been trying 
to get our Government to start doing 
something in this field. 

I might say, although mention of the 
word might not be tasteful, South Africa 
has for years and years and years been 
making fuel out of coal for their vehicles. 

They buy the equipment in the United 
States and they have offered time and 
again to come to the United States and 
show us how to put this stuff together to 
make fuel out of coal. 

I do not think it is something that 
need take a long number of years. I think 
it is something that can be done in a 
relatively short time. The Senator from 
Virginia represents a State which is lit
erally full of coal. I believe we in this 
country could produce enough fuel for 
our engines to last us for many, many 
years, probably hundreds of years. 

I am so happy that the Senator has 
called the attention of our Government 
once again to this factor. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I thank the distinguished Senator. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
GLENN) . Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

RESOLUTION CONCERNING MUTUAL 
DEFENSE TREATIES 

Mr. GOLDWATER. A parliamentary 
inquiry, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, now 
that the quorum call has been dispensed 
with, would Senate Joint Resolution 15 
become the business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will state the pending business. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A resolution (S. Res. 15) concerning mu

tual defense treaties. 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the resolution. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I do 
not want to take--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the 
Senator will withhold for just a moment, 
the pending question is amendment No. 
221. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Yes. That is right. 
The Church amendment? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Church amendment. 
Mr. CHURCH. Church-Javits. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. Pardon me. 

Church-Javits. 
Mr. President, I do not want to take 

any prerogative away from the majority 
leader, and I will not. I just want to make 
it abundantly clear that I have been 
ready to take action on this ever since 
it came up last week, or the week before. 

I was prepared for other things this 
afternoon, gladly canceled them, hoping 
that we could get this matter up and 
dispose of it. 

I do not want the court, I do not want 
the people, to think that I have been 
sitting here in the Senate trying to block 
action on this particular piece of legisla
tion. 

The majority leader very wisely told 
me to draw up some different language 
and submit it to the chairman of the 
Foreign Relations Committee, which I 
have done, and which I have already 
agreed to make some changes in and to 
which I will not agree to make further 
changes. 

Now, I do not know what the pleasure 
of the majority leader will be, but I am 
ready, have been ready, and am ready 
to submit this matter to a vote, whether 
it is done this afternoon, I would rather 
do it right now, but if that is not the 
pleasure of my friend from West Vir
ginia, and he is the boss man around 
here, I just want to make it perfectly 
clear that this is not being held up by 
dilatory tactics from my group that rep
resent my feelings. 

That is all I have to say. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

! did suggest to the distinguished Sena
tor from Arizona that he propose some 
language and present it to Mr. CHURCH 
and Mr. JAVITS. He has done that, and 
they, for reasons which they can best 
express, feel that the language does not 
comport with the requirements of the 
situation, if I can put it in such a general 
way of phrasing it. 

I think that for the time being, at least, 
perhaps it would be advisable if the Sen
ate proceeded to the consideration of the 
Foreign Assistance Act, which is the 
business before the Senate tomorrow. It 
is under a time agreement, and Mr. 
CHURCH and Mr. JAVITS, the managers of 
that bill, have indicated that they are 
willing to proceed with the bill and get 
the opening statements disposed of to
day. 

The Senate will not be in longer than 
6 o'clock this afternoon, perhaps not that 
late. If the Senate then can proceed to 
the consideration of that measure, if the 
Senator from Arizona would have no ob
jection, I would like shortly to request 
that the Senate do so. 

The Senate will be recessing after a 
little while until 8:30 p.m. tonight and 
Senators will gather in a body to begin 
proceeding to the House of Representa
tives at 20 minutes till 9 this evening to 
hear the President's joint address. 

Mr. President, I withhold my request 
for the moment. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 

when we get on this matter, Senate Reso
lution 15, on which the Parliamentarian 
tells me now the pending business would 
be the Church amendment, I would like 
to have my substitute amendment to the 
Church amendment be recognized now 
a-s the pending business. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I yield to the 
Senator from Idaho without losing my 
right to the floor. 

Mr. CHURCH. It is my understanding, 
having had the benefit of a conversation 
with the distinguished Senator from 
Arizona, that he does propose to offer a 
substitute in a modified form, and I am 
perfectly amenable to making that the 
pending business. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I thank the Sen
ator. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I yield to the 
Senator from Arizona, if he wishes to 
do t.hat. at the moment. for that purpose. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. What is that? 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I yield for 

that purpose, without losing my right to 
the floor, if the Senator wishes to do so at 
this time. 

AM'ENDMENT NO. 234 (AS MODIFIED) 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that my amend
ment with modifications be made the 
pending business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment will be stated. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GoLD

WATER) proposes an a.rnendment numbered 
234 in the nature of a substitute to Amend
ment No. 221. 
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The amendment is as follows: 
On page 1, line 4, after "nation." insert the 

following : " ( 1) The provisions of this reso
lution shal~ not be construed to approve or 
disapprove of the termination of the Mu
tual Defense Treaty with the Republic of 
China, such proposed termination not having 
been submitted to the Senate or Congress for 
approval prior to the date of adoption of 
this resolution, and (2) nor shall anything 
in this resolution be construed to reduce 
or prejudlce any of the constitutional pow
ers of the Senate.". 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I might say, Mr. 
President, I would strike the word "pro
posed" in the two places that it appears 
in the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. JA VITS. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes, I yield. 
Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, I do not 

think we ought to pass on this matter 
now. 

It is my judgment that if we adopted 
this particular substitute which Senator 
GoLDWATER had proposed, it would have 
enormous dangerous, adverse repurcus
sions on the foreign policy of our country. 

I say that only for this reason: I hope 
that Members will realize what is at 
stake and will give us their attention 
when the opportunity is presented for 
debate, because the issue is a very serious 
one. 

We are not here to, in any way, avoid 
doing something which a colleague wants 
done, especially one for whom we have 
so much affection. 

But it really is a matter of great im
port to us in terms of relations among the 
United States, Taiwan, and the People's 
Republic of China. I say that to empha
size the hope that Members will give it 
serious and considered attention. It cer
tainly deserves it. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the 
Senator. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I yield. 
Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, the rea

son why I, too, wish to underscore the 
importance of the issue before us is that 
the wording that the Senate adopts may 
have a bearing upon the court action 
which challenges the constitutional 
validity of President Carter's termination 
of the Taiwan Mutual Defense Treaty. 

As matters now stand, the Senate has 
not completed its action on the so-called 
Byrd resolution. Until the Senate, by a 
final vote, either approves or rejects that 
resolution, the Senate has not acted. I 
think we are all in agreement on that 
proposition. 

The one vote that has been taken on 
the Byrd resolution leaves open the very 
important question of whether the Byrd 
sense of the Senate resolution is meant 
to apply prospectively-whether it is in
tended to state the Senate's opinion, in 
the form of a sense of the Senate resolu
tion, that the President should not at
tempt in the future to terminate a mu
tual defense treaty without the concur
rence of the Senate. It is my view that 
most Senators wish to address the future, 
and I have no quarrel with the fact that 
the Senate, by a substantial majority, 

wishes to make it plain to the President 
that, in the future, it does not wish the 
President to attempt to terminate a mu
tual defense treaty without the concur
rence of the Senate. 

The future, however, is one matter; 
the past is quite another. For the first 2 
months of this session, we wrestled with 
the many questions relating to the new 
American position in Asia. It involved 
our recognition of the People's Republic, 
it involved a commitment on the part 
of the President of the United States to 
terminate the mutual defense treaty 
with the people on Taiwan, and it in
volved the passage of this body-and 
the enactment into law-of special leg
islation by which we sought to do right 
by the people on Taiwan and to main
tain our cultural and commercial ties 
with them on an official basis. That law 
contains a unilateral declaration of as
surances to the people on Taiwan with 
respect to their security in the future. 

Mr. President, I think it would be an 
act of grave irresponsibility for the Sen
ate to reach back and attempt to undo, 
or at least to throw into serious question, 
the actions we have taken previously 
relating to Taiwan and to mainland 
China. 

Those countries themselves have ad
justed to the new American position. It 
is one which clearly serves our interests 
in Asia. The authorities on Taiwan have 
expressed their gratitude for the provi
sions written into the Taiwan Enabling 
Act. I have a letter from the Premier of 
the Republic of China, addressed to me, 
which makes clear that the authorities 
on Taiwan are pleased with the action 
the Senate took in making certain that 
the legitimate interests of the people on 
Taiwan were protected fully. The letter 
reads: 

DEAR SENATOR CHURCH: I am pleased to 
learn the passage of the Taiwan relations 
act by your Congress. The act is a result 
of careful and judicious deliberations which 
hopefully will provide a new basis for the 
relationship between our two nations. I am 
grateful for what you have done to make 
this bill possible and wish to express to you 
my deepest appreciation. It is our sincere 
hope that through our joint efforts the tra
ditional cordial relations of friendship and 
cooperation which have long existed between 
our two peoples will continue to grow and 
flourish. 

With highest consideration, 
Y. S. SUN, 

Premier of the Republic of China. 

The letter is dated April 2, 1979. 
So, Mr. President, why should the Sen

ate, at this late date, refuse to make it 
clear that this sense-of-the-Senate reso
lution is addressed to the future and not 
the past? I think most Senators will wish 
to make that plain. 

I do not believe they will accept the 
amendment proposed in the form of a 
substitute, which is now the pending 
business, by the distinguished Senator 
from Arizona <Mr. GoLDWATER). It 
clearly would give new legitimacy to a 
lawsuit which has been rejected in the 
district court-rejected on the ground 
that the Senate had not taken sufficient 
action for the court to take jurisdiction 
over the issue of whether the President 
possessed constitutional power to termi-

nate the Taiwan mutual defense treaty 
with the United States. 

The last words of the judge's opinion 
must be underscored i! Senators are to 
understand what is really at stake here. 
The words of the opinion pertinent to 
this issue are as follows: 

If the Congress approves the President's 
action, the issue presently before the court 
would be moot. If the Senate or the Con
gress takes action, the result of which falls 
short of approving the President's termina
tion effort, then the controversy will be ripe 
for a judicial declaration respecting the 
President's authority to act unilaterally. Un
til then, the complaint is dismissed, without 
prejudice. 

If the Senate adopts the substitute 
proposed by the able Senator from Ari
zona (Mr. GOLDWATER) , it Will be com
pleting an action in which it states that 
the provisions of this resolution "shall 
not be construed to approve or disap
prove of the termination of the mutual 
defense treaty with the Republic of 
China." 

I submit, Mr. President, that the adop
tion of that language dovetails exactly 
with the language used by the judge; 
for, clearly, we will have taken an action 
which falls short of approving the Presi
dent's termination effort. We might as 
well know what the result will be. If the 
judge follows his own written decision, 
the result will be that the court will seize 
jurisdiction of this case, and from then 
on the American position in Asia will be 
subject to judicial determination. 

And those countries that have come to 
rely upon us will be given notice by the 
judicial action that our assurances are 
subject to reversal if the courts so de
cide. In other words, we will have ki~ked 
the props out from under the American 
position in Asia. 

I say that would be a.n irresponsible 
action. I am perfectly will to accept 
the decision of the Senate. I do not quar
rel with it. The Committee on Foreign 
Relations adopted a broader sense of the 
Senate Resolution relating to all treat
ies, but the Senate saw fit to reject that 
broader recommendation in favor of the 
short and limited language offered by 
the distinguished Senator from Vir
ginia, Mr. BYRD. 

The Senate has made its decision on 
that score. I accept it gladly, and I am 
happy to join with those who want to 
put the President on notice that in the 
future no mutual security pact involv
ing the United States should be termi
nated without the concurrence of the 
Senate. 

But this is quite a different issue. 
When the Senate votes on the proposed 
substitute offered by the able Senator 
from Arizona, it will be voting on 
whether to reopen the past. That is an 
action fraught with mischief, and one 
that could redound against our best in
terests in the most serious way. 

For these reasons, Mr. President, I 
hope that Senators will examine this 
matter closely before voting, so that they 
will be fully aware of the ramifications 
of their vote. 

I think that we would all be well 
served to give the Senate an opportunity 
to reflect upon this before pressing it to 
s. vote. 
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For that reason, Mr. President, I am 
happy to oblige the majority leader in 
his decision to ask the Senate to pro
ceed to a consideration of the Economic 
Assistance Act, which can now be called 
up. But that of course is the prerogative 
of the majority leader, and in order that 
he may have an opportunity to return to 
the Chamber I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

NUCLEAR ENERGY GETTING 40 
PERCENT FEDERAL SUBSIDY 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, It is 
costing the industry 1.5 cents per kilo
watt hour to generate electric power at 
the nation's nuclear plants, but there is 
another 40 percent of that amount--o.62 
cents per kilowatt hour-being paid by 
taxpayers, on the basis of a General Ac
counting Office <GAO) report just sub
mitted to me. 

The GAO report, responding to a let
ter of inquiry that I sent to them in Oc
tober 1978, covers Federal costs for non
military nuclear research and develop
ment, enrichment of uranium for fuel 
use, and licensing and reguhtion based 
on current expenditures. It does not al
locate any of earlier years' uranium min
ing, research and development costs to 
the government to current year costs, 
nor any costs for Federal indemnity in
surance provided the industry since no 
Federal indemnity payments have yet 
been made. 

The report shows that Federal subsidy 
costs have been going up while the aver
age generating costs paid by the indtJStry 
have stabilized during 1977 and 1978. 

The GAO listed the costs for each 
category in 1978, and calculated the fed
eral subsidy, as follows: 

Million 
Research and development costs ____ $1, 196 
Enrichment ----------------------- 220 
Regulation ------------------------ 240 

Total ----------------------- 1,656 
Billion kilowatt hours generated______ 265 
Cents per kilowatt hour ______________ o. 62 

Nuclear electric generation in the fu
ture will cQst much more; just how much 
will not be known until we know what 
added s':Lfety precautions will be nec
essary for safe operation of the plants 
and how much safe storage of radioac
tive wastes is going to cost. If we are 
comparing nonnucle':Lr electrical genera
tion costs, methods and technologies we 
must include these substantial addi
tional federal cQSts, as well as any sub
sidies the Government may be providing 
the non-nuclear generating methods 
such '3.5 water, wind and coal research 
strip mining regulations, and so forth.' 

It comes through very clearly, how
ver, that substantial Federal investment 
in research and development of altema
tive sources of energy for electric power 

generation are abundantly justified in 
comparison to nuclear costs. 

The $71 million requested by the Pres
ident for research in magnetohydrody
namics <MHD), a clean technology 
which promises a 50-percent increase in 
electric energy that can be recovered 
from coal, which is still the energy source 
for the generation of several times more 
power than our nuuclear plants, is a pit
tance compared to our ongoing subsi
dies to nuclear energy. 

Nuclear regulatory costs alone, which 
the GAO puts at $240 million in 1978, 
will advance more than the total re
quested for MHD research, to $373 mil
lion requested for 1980, or $133 million 
more. Surely MHD work is worth that 
amount or more. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the GAO report be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 

GAO REPORT 
CHAPTER 1 

Introduction 
Whether nuclear powerplants should be 

relied on as a significant future energy 
source is one of the most controversial en
ergy issues in the United States. The issue 
is highly complex. 

One of the most complex facets of this 
controversy relates to the cost of nuclear 
power. Nuclear power proponents often main
tain that the electricity generated at nuclear 
powerplants is significantly less costly than 
alternative energy sources, such as coal and 
oil. On the other hand, nuclear power op
ponents often contend that this advantage 
is the result of various Federal incentives. 
like the cost of the Department of Energy's 
(DOE's) nuclear-related research and devel
opment. Accordingly, the opponents contend 
that eliminating these incentives would place 
nuclear power in an uneconomic position. 

On October 23, 1978, Senator John Melcher 
asked GAO to help resolve this issue. Sena
tor Melcher asked GAO a number of ques
tions about nuclear power costs. Taken to
gether, these questions were aimed at deter
mining-to the extent possible-the "full" 
cost of nuclear-generated electricity. Such 
cost would include not only those electric 
utility costs which are passed on to the con
sumers in their electric bills, but would also 
include those borne by the Federal Govern
ment. The Federal costs, many of which 
could be considered as subsidies or incen
tives to the nuclear power industry, would 
not be passed on to the consumer through 
the utility, but would generally be paid for 
through tax revenues. The two costs together 
could roughly be considered the "full" cost 
of nuclear power. 

In response to Senator Melcher's request, 
this report primarily addresse3. 

The current and projected costs of nuclear
generated electricity borne directly by the 
Nation's electric utilities (see dh. 2) and 

The past and current Federal costs and fi
nancial incentives attributable to the Gov
ernment's interest in promoting and regula
ting nuclear power (see ch. 3.) 

Other questions asked by Senator Melcher 
are also discussed in the report. A copy of 
Senator Melcher's request is included as ap
pendix I of this report. 

Scope of review 
We obtained the information contained 

in this report by reviewing key documents, 
studies, reports, correspondence, and other 
records. We also interviewed officials at the: 

Atomic Industrial Forum, Inc., Washing
ton. D.C.; 

Commonwealth Edison Company, Chicago, 
Illinois; 

DOE headquarters, washington, D.C., and 
Germantown, Maryland; 

Edison Electric. Institute, New York, New 
York; , 

National Economic Research Associates, 
New York, New York; 

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) 
headquarters, Bethesda, Maryland; 

:Philadelphia Electric Company, Philadel
phia, Pennsylvania; and 

United Engineers and Constructors, Inc., 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. 

It is important to note that, while this re
port addresses only the costs--both apparent 
and hidden--<>! nuclear power, other energy 
sources receive Federal subsidies. Therefore, 
be!ore one can compare the full cost of 
nucleJ.r power to other energy sources, such 
as coal or oil, the full cost of other sources 
should also be calculated. Such a com
paris::m is beyond the scope of this report. 

Agency comments 
We submitted this report for comment 

to DOE and NRC. DOE officials indicated 
that they generally agreed with the report 
except where it ( 1) include3 Federal ex
penditures for the liquid metal fast breeder 
reactor as a cost of nuclear power and (2) 
shows the Federal cast of nuclear power in 
terms of cents per kilowatt-hour. These 
officials believe that fast breeder re:l.ctor ex
pe:J.ditures are not directly related to the 
rresent generation of nuclear power, and 
that the cents per kilowatt-hour calculation 
is misleading because it allocates all Fed
eral costs and subsidies in a given year to 
the total kilowatt-hour generation of nu
clear plants during that year. We believe 
that the fast breeder reactor is widely re
garded as a nuclear fission technology, and 
r..l though it has not been commercialized. 
ex'!)enditures for its research and develop
ment should be included in the total Fed
eral cost of nuclear energy. We also recog
nize that our method of calculating the 
Federal cost of nuclear energy per kilowatt
hour has a disadvantage as noted by the 
officials. While we noted this disadva:1tage. 
we left the calculation in the report. how
e··er, to be responsive to Senator Melcher's 
request. 

The NRC staff also commented on a dn.ft 
of this report. Their comments which were 
generally similar to DOE's are reflected. 
where appropriate, in the body of this report . 

CHAPTER 2 

The commercial costs of nuclear power 
The generation of electricity is a process 

whereby a primary energy source (such as 
c:Jal, oil, gas, or uranium) is converted 
into another form--electriicty-which is 
~e!erally more convenient to use. While 
fossil fuels can be converted directly to other 
sources of energy, nuclear fuel is currently 
used in the orivate sector mainly for con
version to electricity. This conv~rsion talres 
plac~ at nuclear powerplants. 

The first civilian nuclear powerplant · be
gan operation in 1957 in Shippingport, Penn
sylvania. This 60-megawatt prototype reactor 
was Government-owned, but contractor
operated by the Duquesne Light Company 
under a cooperative agreement with the 
former Atomic Energy Commission.1 

1 In October 1974 the Energy Reorganiza
tion Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-438) 
abolished the Atomic Energy Commission 
and created NRC and the Energy Research 
and Development Administration. On Octo
ber 1, 1977, pursuant to the Department of 
Energy Organization Act (Public Law 95-
91), the Energy Research and Development 
Administration's responsibilities were trans
ferred to DOE. 
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As of January 31, 1979, 70 nuclear power

plants were licensed to operate by NRC. 
These 70 plants, having a capacity of about 
50,000 megawatts, provided about 13 per
cent of the Nation's electricity. In addition, 
DOE oper.ates two reactors with a capacity of 
940 megawatts, which are not licensed by 
NRC. NRC recently reported that an addi
tional 126 powerplants, representing almost 
140,000 megawatts, are either under con
struction or planned. 

Current costs of nuclear power generation 
Before a utlllty decides to construct a 

powerplant--usually coal or nuclear-it wlll 
compare the costs of one to the other. This 
comparison is usually based on three major 
factors: 

Capital costs. 
Fuel costs. 
Operation and maintenance costs. 
Together, these equal the cost--often 

called the "bus-bar" cost--to produce elec
tricity at the powerplant and do not include 
transmission, distribution, and overhead 
charges common to all sources of electricity. 
In discussing costs in this chapter, we wlll 
be concerned mainly with the bus-bar costs 
to generate electricity. 

Capital costs 
Capital costs, the largest of the three fac

tors, can be viewed as either the actual dol
lar investment in the fac111ty or the fixed 
charges associated with this investment. In 
developing bus-bar electric production costs, 
ut111tles use the fixed-charge rate. 

The annual fixed-charge rate consists of 
(1) depreciation, (2) property insurance, (3) 
property tarxes, ( 4) an interim replacement 
allowance, and ( 5) return on investment. 
The fixed rate wlll vary from utllity to util
ity with the major variable being the utillty's 
capitalization structure. 

The capitalization structure of a utllity 
determines the cost of money for new gen
erating capacity. For publicly owned (mu
nicipal) utlllties, this cost equals the inter
est rate on new bond issues. Investor-owned 
ut111ties, however, have an established allow
able rate of return based, in part, on, their 
capital structure, I.e., a combination of com
mon stock, preferred stock, and bonds. Othe: 
variables among ut111ties include different 
credit ratings, various rates of return, and 
State and local taxes. 

Fuel costs 
A ut111ty's fuel cost Includes the cost of 

the present nuclear fuel cycle, namely, 
uranium minlng and milling, production, en
richment, fuel fabrication, and interim stor
age of the used fuel assemblles.2 All of these 
steps, except uranium enrichment, which is 
run by the Federal Government on a cost 
recovery basis, are handled by industry. 

Fuel costs vary from utility to utility due 
mainly to two factors-the cost of uranium 
ore and the price _paid for enriching services. 
For exa.mpl~. one utlllty owns a mining and 
milling company which may allow It to ac
quire uranium at a lower cost than the cur
rent price of the ore. Further, DOE provides 
enriching services under three types of con
tracts: (1) requirements contracts, (2) 
long-term fixed-commitment contracts, and 
(3) adjustable fixed-commitment contracts. 
(See page 15.) The contract price for the en
riching service ma v '!arv. depending on the 
type of contract negotiated. 

Operation and. maintenance costs 
Operation and maintenance costs consist 

mainly of salaries and benefits for the pow
erplant's operation and maintenance staff, 
fixed and variable costs for maintenance ma
terials, insurance and licensing costs, and 

2 A brief description of the nuclear fuel 
cycle is included as app. II of this report. 

the cost of administration. These costs vary, 
of course, depending on the requirements 
for stat[ and the size and age of the plant. 

Total bus-bar costs 
The preceding discussion of the three 

types of cOsts leads to the question-what 
does nuclear-generated electricity cost at 
the bus-bar? 

In June 1978 DOE estimated the actual 
cost at the bus-bar for the years 1976 and 
1977. This estimate was based on the annual 
reports of both privately owned and public
ly owned utlllties submitted to DOE's En
ergy Information Administration. These es
timates are shown in the following table. 

Estimated. actual cost at the Bus-bar 
1976-77 

Cost factor 

[ cents/kllowatt-hour] 
Average unit costs 

1976 1977 

Fuel (actual)----------------- 0.27 0.28 
Operation and maintenance 

(actual) ------------------- 0.23 0.25 
Capital (estimated) •--------- o. 96 b 0. 92 

Generation cost (estimated)_ 1. 46 1. 45 

• Capital costs are based on an estimated 
constant fixed-charge rate of 17 percent. 
Actual fixed-charge rates are not submitted 
and vary from utlllty to utlllty based on ta.x 
rates, return on equity, etc. 

b Reduction due to averaging prior years 
capital investments. 

DOE's estimates were very close to those 
kept by the nuclear industry. For example, 
each year the Atomic Industrial Forum-an 
international association of more than 600 
organizations interested in the peaceful uses 
of nuclear energy-requests that all utlllties 
with nuclear powerplants, as well as those 
purchasing substantial amounts of nuclear 
power, compute the total actual cost of pro
ducing a kilowatt-hour via the nuclear op
tion. The Forum then accumulates this data 
and develops a weighted average cost. For 
both 1976 and 1977, the Forum reported that 
the weighted average cost of electricity from 
the Nation's nuclear powerplants was 1.5 
cents per kilowatt-hour. 

While figures for 1978 were not available 
from DOE at the time of this report, the 
Atomic Industrial Forum reported that 1978 
generating costs were 1.5 cents per kilowatt
hour, about the same as they were in 1977 
and 1976. A list of the Nation's nuclear util
ities showing their reported costs !or 1976 
through 1978 is included as appendix m. 

Future costs of nuclear power generation 
This report concentrates on the most re

cent historical costs of generating electrical 
power via the nuclear option. However, in the 
future these costs will likely change in two 
ways. First, the existing cost factors may in
crease and second, other currently noncriti
cal cost factors will receive more emphasis. 

Projection of costs of current factors 
Many estimates are available for the fu

ture cost of nuclear-generated electricity. 
For example, DOE projected that the cost of 
nuclear power beginning operation in 1985 
will be: 

Cents; 
kilowatt-

hour1 
Capital costs________________________ 1. 6 
Fuel costs___________________________ 0. 7 
Operation and maintenance costs 2____ 0. 1 

Total costs ______________________ 2.4 

1 Based on GAO escalation of 1975 dollars 
at 6.5 percent per annum. 

2 Minimal operating and maintenance costs 
during initial operating year. 

Another example is the following NRC 
October 1978 cost projection of nuclear 
power coming on line in 1990 for various re
gions of the country. 

PROJECTED COSTS FOR 1990 INITIAL YEAR OPERATION t 

[In cents, per kilowatt·hourJ 

Opera
tion and 

main-
Region Capital Fuel tenance Total 

New England __ ___________ 4.4 1.5 0.3 6. 2 
New York/New Jersey _____ 4.6 1.5 . 3 6. 4 
Middle Atlantic ___________ 4.0 1.5 .3 5. 8 
South Atlantic ____________ 4.0 1.5 .3 5. 8 
Midwest_ ________ -------- 4.4 1.5 .3 6. 2 
Southwest. __ ---------- __ 3.9 1.5 .3 5. 7 
CentraL ________ -------- 4.3 1.5 • 3 6.1 
North CentraL ___________ 4.2 1.5 .3 6.0 West_ ___________________ 4. 5 1.5 .3 6. 3 
Northwest. ______________ 4.4 1.5 .3 6.2 

National average ______ 4.3 1.5 • 3 6. 1 

1 All estimates are in 1990 dollars to account for inflltion. 

Other cost factors 
Whlle much of the increased cost shown 

in the previous projections oan be attributed 
to infiation, two new costs will be for waste 
management and decommissioning. Because 
actual procedures for both waste manage
L.ent and decommissioning are not known, 
the costs for these activities can only be 
estimated. While these costs will generally 
be added as factors to the bus-bar cost of 
prooucing electricity via the nuclear option, 
some utllities already Include components 
for these activities. 

Waste management 
The Nation's nuclear waste management 

policies are constantly evolving. Today DOE 
expects that, in general, nuclear fuel--once 
discharged from the reactor-wlll pass from 
the ut111ty to a temporary storage facillty, 
often calle;i an "awa.y from reactor" storage 
faclllty. If a final decision is made to dt.-.. 
card the fuel, it could then be tra.nsported 
to a geologic repository where It wlll hP 
permanently disposed. Considerable FederR.) 
research and development will be necessary 
however. before these disposal facllities wn• 
be avallable to take the utlllties' used fuP1 

The Federal Government proposes to ever• 
tually offer to take title to and store spen· 
nuclear fuel from privately owned power r~ 
actors. In keeping with this policy, DOE e·f 
pects that there will be a one-time charll., 
for the storage and disposal services pro
vided by the Government. DOE also expects 
this charge to recover all Government costs. 
Jn July 1978 DOE published a report titled 
"Preliminary Estimates of the Charge for 
Spent-Fuel Storage and Disposal Services," 
which estimates that the one-time charge 
for stor111ge and disposal would be approxi
mately 0.1 cents per kllowatt-hour. It should 
be pointed out that this is only an estimate 
and It could change significantly if the 
procedures change. 

As mentioned, the 0.1 cents per kilowatt
hour charge is based on estimates of full 
cost recovery by the Government. The fol
lowing schedule shows all of the costs which 
DOE believes wlll need to be recovered in 
the one-time charge. 

Costs to be 
recovered, a 

Facility or service (millions) 
Away from reactor storage__________ $275 
Transportation to repository________ 100 
Encapsulation facility______________ 1, 325 
Geologic repository_________________ 1, 141 
Research -and development__________ 560 

·Government overhead-------------- 234 

Total --------------------------- $4,635 
"1978 dollars. 
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Decommissioning 

Decommissioning can be defined as all of 
the measures taken at the end of a nuclear 
fac111ty's operating life to assure the contin
ued protection of the public from any resid
ual radioactivity or other potential hazards 
present in the fac111ty. In a 1978 study pre
pared for NRC by Battelle Pacific Northwest 
Labo1"8itory, two approaches to nuclear power
plant decommissioning were considered-im
mediate dismantlement and safe storage with 
deferred dismantlement. 

Immediate dismantlement is the removal 
of radioactive materials with disassembly and 
decontamination during a 4-year period fol
lowing final operation of a powerplant. The 
process known as safe storage with deferred 
dismantlement involves two steps. First, ra
dioactive materials and contaminated areas 
are controlled to assure that the public is 
protected from residual radioactivity. Sec
ond, dismantlement is delayed until radio
activity has decayed to considerably lower 
levels. 

The Battelle study estimated these meth
ods to cost $42.1 million and $50.2 million, 
respectively, for a 1,175-megawatt power
plant. The costs of decommissioning are ex
pected to be borne by the ut111ty. Common
wealth Edison Company, the largest genera
tor of nuclear power in the United States, 
estimated that these expenses translate into 
0.02 cents per kilowatt-hour. 

CHAPTER 3 

The Federal costs of nuclear power 
All commercial nuclear power technology 

can be traced directly or indirectly to the Fed
eral Government's m111tary program, namely 
the development of nuclear weapons andre
actors. The Atomic Energy Act of 1946 (Pub
lic Law 79-585) transferred these military 
nuclear programs to civ111an control and 
charged the Atomic Energy Commission to 
develop the non-m111tary aspects of nuclear 
energy. Later, the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 
(Public Law 83-703) paved the way for indus
trial participation in the nuclear power de
velopment program. This law provided for de
classification of considerable amounts of re
stricted information and permitted private 
ownership and operation of civ111an nuclear 
powerplants. 

Developing commercial nuclear power re
quired large financial resources. Financial 
risks of this nature required Federal Gov
ernment and industry cooperation which re
sulted in the Nation's first Power Reactor 
Demonstration Program in 1955. Under this 
program, the Atomic Energy Commission of
fered large financial incentives, such as re
search and development technology, fuel
leas& waivers, fuel fabrication, and training 
to cooperating electric ut111ties. 

The Government 's objective was to even
tually transfer all federally developed com
mercial reactor and fuel-cycle technology 
to a self-sustaining private industry. All steps 
in the fuel cycle-except uranium enrich
ment and waste management--are now han
dled by private industry. (See app . II.) 
Through 1978, Federal participation 1 in de
veloping the Nation's commercial nuclear 
power industry has cost the taxpayer as esti
mated $12.1 blllion since 1950. This repre
sents research, development, and demonstra-

• tion incentives totaling $9.7 blllion; regula
tory costs of $1.2 billion; and enriching in
centives totaling $1.2 blllion. 

While the Federal Government has been 
active in a large number of nuclear areas, 
its major support to the nuclear industry has 
been in the following areas: 

Nuclear research, development, and dem
onstration. 

1 Defined to include direct or indirect pay
ments, economic concessions, and privileges 
or benefits provided to any enterprise by the 
Government to promote its nuclear policies. 

Nuclear regulation to protect the public's 
health and safety. 

Enriching uranium so thwt it is usable in 
commercial nuclear powerplants. 

Stimulating mining of domestic uranium. 
Indemnifying powerplant owners and 

others in the industry against nuclear acci
dents. 

Nuclear research, development, and 
demonstration 

From its inception, the Atomic Energy 
Commission supported a large nuclear re
actor research, development, and demonstra
tlou program through contracts with na
~ional laboratories, industrial concerns, and 
private and public institutions. This pro
gram-perhaps the most visible of the Fed
eral Government's nuclear efforts-was sub
sequently carried out by the Energy Research 
and Development Administration and then 
by DOE. These programs were aimed at pro
moting basic research and development and, 
with industry support, building demonstra
tion plants. 

According to DOE, the cost of Federal nu
clear research, development, and demonstra
tion totaled $8.6 billion. This represents pro
gram funds expended from fiscal years 1950 
through 1978 on one or more of the following 
programs: 

Nuclear materials. 
Civilian reactor development. 
Advanced isotope separations. 
Waste management. 
Reactor safety research. 
Uranium resource assessment. 
A table of the Federal Government's ex

penditures from 1950 through 1978 for each 
of these programs is included as appendix 
1 V of this report. 

Eighty-one percent, or $7.0 billion, of these 
Federal research and development funds were 
spent for the so-called civilian reactor de
veiopment program, including $4.4 billion 
for the Liquid Metal Fast Breeder Reactor
once the Nation 's highest priority energy 
research and development program. In the 
early 1950s, the Atomic Energy Commission 
contributed only about 1 percent of its 
budget to commercial nuclear power re
search and development. In 1978 that con
tribution represented 17 percent of the DOE 
budget. 

A 1978 analysis by the Battelle Memorial 
Institute indicated that DOE's cost figures 
for research, development, and demonstra
tion excluded nuclear-oriented costs for 
suoh efforts as the Biology and Environmen
tal Sciences Program, and the Education 
Information and Training Program. These 
programs were related to many programs, 
not only the civilian nuclear power program. 
Battelle estimated that the portion of these 
programs attributable to commercial nuclear 
energy cost about $0.6 blllion. 

Battelle also estimated the portion of the 
Government's program management, or ad
dministrative costs attributable to nuclear 
power programs, by assuming that in any 
one year, program management costs allo
cated to nuclear power should be the same 
as the total percentage spent in that area. 
Thus, an additional $0.5 billion could be in
cluded as a cost of commercial nuclear 
power development. 

The total Federal commercial rontrlbu
tion for nuclear-related research, develop
ment, and demonstration-including DOE's 
"mixed" program contributions and adm1n
istrat1ve costs-totaled $9.7 billion through 
fiscal year 1978. 

Nuclear regulation 

The Atomic Energy Commission was solely 
responsible for regulating the nuclear indus
try to protect the public's health and safety 
from 1946 through 1974. The Energy Reorga
nization Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-438) 
separated nuclear power development and 
promotional functions from regulatory func
tions and created NRC. Today NRC regulates 

the design, construction, and operation of 
commercial nuclear powerplants and asso
ciated fac111ties and plays a major role in 
regulating all commercial fuel cycle phases 
except mining and enr1chment.2 

The NRC regulatory program's basic pur
pose is to carry out the Comm1ssion's statu
tory responsib111ties to assure that the pos
session, use, and disposal of radioactive 
facilities and materials are conducted not 
only in a manner consistent with the public's 
health and safety and the Nation's defense 
and security, but also with the proper re
gard for environmental quality. Regulatory 
control was relatively simple when all nu
clear materials were Government-owned, but 
became more difficult with the passage of 
the 1964 Private Ownership of Special Nu
clear Materials Act (Pu'blic Law 88-489). 
This act allowed many private organizations 
to own nuclear materials. 

The Federal Government has spent $1.2 
b1llion from fiscal years 1960 through 1978 
regulating the commercial nuclear power 
industry. Offsetting these costs, NRC collects 
various fees from its licensees. According to 
an NRC official , the fees represent only 20 
percent of the actual licensing costs. 
Through fiscal year 1978, these fees have 
produced $74.3 million in revenues for NRC. 

A table of yearly expenditures for nuclear 
regulation is found in appendix V. 

Uranium enrichment 
Uranium enrichment is a process which 

prepares uranium for use as a nuclear reac
tor fuel. Basically, it converts natural ura
nium into a mixture with enough of the iso
tope uranium-235 to sustain a nuclear 
reaction. 

The Federal Government has built three 
large enrichment plants at Oak Ridge, Ten
nessee; Paducah, Kentucky; and Portsmouth, 
Ohio. These fac111ties , representing the major 
source of free world enriched uranium, are 
currently capable of annually servicing about 
200 large nuclear powerplants. 

Originally these enrichment plants were 
used to produce enriched uranium for the 
Nation's nuclear weapons program. Today, 
they provide enrichment services mainly for 
sale to domestic and foreign ut111ties . These 
domestic and foreign customers are supplied 
under: 

Requirements contracts where DOE agrees 
to supply the enriched uranium needed to 
fuel a specific reactor; 

Long-term, fixed-commitment contracts 
where DOE agrees to provide fixed amounts 
of enriched uranium for a certain time pe
riod; or 

Adjustable fixed-commitment contracts 
which allow the purchasers more fiexibillty 
than with the long-term, fixed-commitment 
contract. 

The adjustable fixed-commitment contract 
became available in 1978 and 1s the only type 
of contract available to new customers. 

The Atomic Energy Act of 1954, subsec
tion 161B, (Public Law 83-703, as amended, 
requires DOE to price its uranium enrich
ment services provided under the above con
tracts to recover all Federal costs over a rea
sonable period of time. However, the Federal 
Government has incurred costs, or provided 
apparent subsidies to the nuclear power in
dustry that have not yet been paid for by 
indust ry. The Federal incentives provided the 
commercial nuclear power industry in the 
enrichment area include: 

A price difference between the Govern
ment's current enriching charge and what 
it would cost if a commercial enriching facil
ity provided the services. 

Imputed interest on the Government's 
investment in uranium feed. 

Fair value pricing 

Three times in the past 5 years, DOE has 

--;;-Mining is controlled by individual States; 
enrichment is regulated by DOE. 
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submitted a proposal to the Congress to 
revise the current uranium enrichment price 
structure. The proposed legislation would 
have established a "fair value" !or pricing 
services by eliminating or reducing the dif
ference between lower Government charges 
and those of potential domestic private 
enrichment projects. 

DOE's current price, by law, excludes a 
return on equity, insurance, and taxes which 
a commercial supplier would pass on to the 
customer. This d11ference represented $220 
mlllion from fiscal year 1976 through fiscal 
year 1978. In a recent report a addressing pro
posed legislation, we stated that a !air value 
pricing policy would generate additional rev
enues to the Federal Government o! $1.5 bil
lion for fiscal years 1979 through 1983. 

This proposed legislation did not gain 
congressional approval, and DOE does not 
intend, at least in the near future, to resub
mit a !air value pricing proposal. 

Imputed interest 
Another cost o! enrichment not charged to 

ut111ties is the imputed interest on the Gov
ernment's investment in uranium feed 
stock-the uranium material that wlll even
tually be processed through the enrichment 
plants. DOE's enriching prices must, by law, 
reflect the Government's enriching services 
cost. 

Excluding imputed interest on feed stock 
represents a loss to the Government. I! such 
funds are not so disbursed, they could repay 
or reduce Government borrowings and, 
therefore, reduce interest charges. 

DOE recognizes imputed interest on ura
nium needed to provide enrichment services 
as a recoverable cost. However, it 1s our un
derstanding that although DOE plans to 
initiate recovery o! this lost interest 1n fiscal 
year 1979, the Department does not intend 
to recover this cost !or fiscal years 1969-1978, 
which we estimate to be $1 b1llion. 

DOE officials told us that they believe that 
the failure to recover the imputed interest 
is a Federal cost of nuclear power. However, 
they tentatively believe that it should not 
be called a cost of enrichment. They believe 
that it might be more appropriate to include 
it in the section o! this report on uranium 
mining. At the time of this report, both DOE 
and GAO were studying this issue in more 
detail. On March 8, 1979, we sent a letter of 
inquiry to DOE addressing various aspects 
of this issue. As o! the date o! this report, 
however, DOE had not responded to this 
inquiry. 
Federal costs in terms of cents per kilowatt

hour 
In his request, Senator Melcher asked us 

to show, in cents per kilowatt-hour, the 
Federal nuclear costs exceeding those in
curred by private ut111ty companies. The fol
lowing table shows this by allocating the 
various Federal costs and incentives in a 
given year-1976, 1977, and 1978-to the total 
kilowatt-hours generated by nuclear plants 
in that year. 

(Dollar amounts in millions) 

Fiscal 
year 

R. & 0.1 Enrich
ment 

Regu
lation Total 

1976 2_ __ $936 
1977____ 989 
1978_--- 1, 196 

$120 $221 $1, 277 
180 213 I, 382 
220 240 1, 656 

Billion 
kilo

watt
hours 

gener-
ated 

228 
243 
265 

Cents/ 
kilowatt

hour 

0. 51 
. 57 
. 62 

1 Includes $81 ,200,000 for uranium resource assessment dis
cussed on p. 18. 

2 1976 figures include the 3-mo trans it ion quarter. 

3 "Fair Value Enrichment Pricing: Is It 
Fair?" (EMD-78-66, Apr. 19, 1978). 

It is important to note that, in making 
this calculation, we had to assume that the 
costs in each year were to be "matched" 
with the kilowatt-homos generated during 
that year. Unfortunately, our method has 
a disadvantage in that the costs incurred in 
any one yea.r-1976, 1977, or 1978--may bene
fit the nuclear industry during future years. 
This is particularly true for research and 
development costs. On the other hand, costs 
incurred prior to 1976 may benefit the in
dustry during the 1976-1978 period. It should 
be noted that some sizable Federal con
tributions to the nuclear power program are 
not easily quantifia-ble. These contributions 
are discussed below. 

Uranium mining 
The U.S. war effort needs !or urnnium prior 

to the mld-1940s were supplied !rom a Bel
gian Congo mine, a Canadian mine, and a !ew 
scattered U.S. deposits. Eventually, the !or
mer Atomic Energy Commission :recognized 
the Nation's dependence on foreign ore and 
esta-blished a uranium ore procurement pro
gram to stimulate domestic production. As 
a result, the Comml..ssion entered into long
term contracts with the following incentives: 

A 10-year guaranteed minimum price !or 
certain high grade ore. 

A $10,000 discovery and production bonus. 
A guaranteed 3-year minimum price !or 

Colorado PlateMI ores. 
The program's success required the even

tuad elimination o! these benefits to avoid 
an excessive stockpile CY! uranium ore. The 
only benefits remaining, following the 1971 
Federal termination o! the ura.nium purchase 
pTogram, are a restriction on foreign ore 
imports and DOE's National Uranium Re
source Evaluation progra-m. 

The 1964 Private Ownership o! Special 
Nuclear Materials Act in lieu therefore, di
rected that, to t'he extent possible <these en
richment plants should not enrich foreign 
ores intended for use 1n the United States. 
This provision, which is not quantifiable, 
protected the domestic uranium industry 
from less expensive foreign uranium. A No
tice of Modification o! Restriction on En
richment o! Foreign Uranium for Domestic 
Use was published in the Federal Register 
and became effective on October 25, 1974. Un
der t'his plan , in 1977 up to 10 percent o! 
the uranium furnished for enrichment by 
a domestic customer may come from a 
foreign source. The amount allowed would 
increase until 1984 when there will be no 
restriction on enrichment of foreign uranium 
for use in domestic reactors. 

DOE's National Uranium Resource Evalu
ation program researches and estimates the 
potential domestic uranium reserves at vari
ous mlning and mllling costs. Program data, 
based on topographic and geological analysis, 
provides input to our national energy policy. 
According to DOE estimates, $116.2 million 
has been spent on this program through 
fiscal year 1978. This will provide informa
tion to both the Federal Government and 
the commercial nuclear industry. (See app. 
IV.) 

Nuclear Indemnification 
The 1954 Atomic Energy Act permitted 

private ownership and operation o! nuclear 
powerplants. Private ownership, however, 
raised an important question-who was to 
be financially liable in the event of a 
catastrophic nuclear accident? Nuclear 
facility suppliers and operators were gen
erally unwilling to risk solvency on a bud
ding industry. Further, the insurance indus
try was unwilling to fully insure these plants 
because no loss experience existed. The solu
tion , a 1957 amendment to the Atomic En
ergy Act of 1954, provided the public, AEC 
licensees, and contractors financial protec
tion against a nuclear accident. 

This amendment--often called the Price
Anderson Act--effectively limited liability 
for any nuclear incident to $560 m1111on and 

was to remain in effect !or 10 years. The 
liability amount represented a maximum 
$500-mlllion Government indemnity !or 
each nuclear incident in a-ddition to the 
maximum private liability insurance avail
able in 1957-$60 milllon. The act was 
amended in 1965 by extending Federal in
demnity for an additional 10 years , as well 
as specifically limiting the $560 milUon !or 
each accident. 

In 1966 it was again amended to provide 
for a "no-fault" clause, meaning that proof 
of negligence was not a requirement !or 
compensating the injured party. 

In 1975, the act was amended once again. 
This last amendment will eventually phase 
out Government indemnification !or com
mercial reactors. It will not, however, phase 
out the $500-million indemnification for 
non-profit educational reactors. 

The phase-out legislation wlll eventually 
el1m1nate Federal 11ab111ty. The legislation 
shifts the financial risk from the Govern
ment to the nuclear industry. Insurance 
companies are currently providing $140 m11-
11on o! insurance and each commercial re
actor must pay a retrospective premium or 
deferred premium of $5 million per reactor 
per incident. As a result, the Government 
indemnification stands at $70 mlllion. The 
indemnification will be phased out as more 
private insurance becomes available and the 
number of operating reactors increase. To 
date no claims have been filed against the 
Federal Government. 

The Price-Anderson Act provided an im
petus needed to develop the nuclear industry 
without jeopardizing the industry's financial 
stab111ty. However, quantifying that impetus 
was not feasible. 

In a 1975 report,' we estimated an annual 
indemnity subsidy for a ut111ty with one or 
two on-site reactors. Applying these figures 
annually to each operating reactor does not 
reflect the coverage provided fuel fabricators, 
suppliers, engineers, valve producers, and the 
general public. To our knowledge, no one has 
attempted to quantify this portion o! the 
subsidy. 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1979 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate now proceed to the consideration 
of Calendar Order No. 211, which is at 
the desk, S. 588, the bill on which the 
Senate will proceed tomorrow when the 
Senate again convenes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A blll ( S. 588) to amend the Foreign As

sistance Act of 1961 to authorize develop
ment assistance programs !or fiscal years 
1980 and 1981, to make certain changes in 
the authorities of that Act, to authorize the 
establishment of an institute for techno
logical cooperation, and !or other purposes. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to the consideration of the 

' "Selected Aspects o! Nuclear Powerplant 
Reliab111ty and Economics" (RED-76-7, Aug. 
15, 1976). 
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bill, which had been reported from the 
Committee on Foreign Relations with an 
amendment, and from the Committee 
on Governmental A1Iairs with amend
ments. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent both Mr. JAVITS and Mr. CHURCH, 
I think, are prepared to open with 
statements. 

I understood that Mr. BAKER had an 
amendment to another measure, which 
I will now proceed with. 

ANADROMOUS FISH CONSERVA
VATION ACT AUTHORIZATION 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
action which was taken last Wednesday 
on S. 838, in connection with which a 
technical amendment has to ·be taken 
up and which Mr. Baker will propound, 
be vitiated and that the bill be returned 
to its second reading for not to exceed 
E· minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The bill will be stated by title. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill ( s. 838) to amend the Anadromous 

Fish Conservation Act in order to extend the 
authorization for appropriations to carry out 
the purposes of the Act, and to initiate an 
emergency investigation on the striped 
bass in Atlantic coastal waters. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 267 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk an amendment and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER) 

for himself and Mr. CHAFEE proposes an un
printed amendment numbered 267. 

On page 2, line 18, strike "October 1" and 
insert in lieu thereof "September 30". 

On page 2, line 19 strike "October 1" and 
insert in lieu thereof "September 30". 

On page 2, line 20 strike "October 1" and 
insert in lieu thereof "September 30". 

On page 2, line 22 strike "October 1" and 
insert in lieu thereof "September 30". 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
let me say on behalf of Mr. RANDOLPH, 
who is the chairman of the Public Works 
Committee, that this amendment is not 
only acceptable but it is necessary and 
so, therefore, there is no opposition to 
the amendment on this side of the aisle. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank 
the majority leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Tennessee. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 

for a third reading, was read the third 
time, and passed. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the bill 
was passed. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I move to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1979 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of S. 588. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
the pending measure before the Senate 
I believe is the Foreign Assistance Act, 
is it not? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, may we 
know the time situation on this bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 2 hours on the bill, to be equally di
vided between the Senator from Idaho 
<Mr. CHURCH) and the Senator from New 
York <Mr. JAVITS), and 1 hour on amend
ments in the first degree, except 2 hours 
on an amendment by Senator DECONCINI 
and six other amendments exempted 
from the germaneness requirement, 30 
minutes on secondary amendments and 
28 minutes on debatable motions and 
appeals. 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Chair. 
I yield to the majority leader. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I thank the distinguished Senator from 
New York. 

ORDER FOR RECESS FROM CONCLU
SION OF BUSINESS TODAY UNTIL 
8:30 P.M. AND FOR RECESS FOL
LOWING THE JOINT SESSION OF 
CONGRESS UNTIL 9:30 A.M. TO
MORROW 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that at no later 
than 5:30 p.m. today the Senate stand 
in recess until 8:30 p.m. this evening at 
which time Senators will gather to pro
ceed in a body to the Hall of the House 
of Representatives to receive a message 
from the President of the United States 
in joint session and that upon the dis
solution of that joint session the Senate 
then stand in recess until the hour of 
9:30 a .m. tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF 
SENATOR DOMENICI TOMORROW 
AND RESUMPTION OF CONSID
ERATION OF S. 588 ON TOMOR
ROW 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that after the 
two leaders or their designees have been 
recognized tomorrow morning Mr. 
DoMENICI be recognized for not to exceed 
15 minutes, after which the Senate re
sume consideration of the now pending 
measure, S. 588, Calendar Order No. 211. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. This would 
mean that at about 10 o'clock tomorrow 
morning the Senate would resume con
sideration of the amendment. 

I thank the distinguished Senator from 
New York. 

INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPENT 
ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1979 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, the In
ternational Development Assistance Act 
authorizes fiscal year 1980 appropria
tions for bilateral development assist
ance and our voluntary contributions 
to various international organizations. 
In addition, this year's bill authorizes 
the establishment of, and funding for, 
the new Institute for Technological Co
operation. 

In recent years, the principal issue as
sociated with this legislation has been to 
what degree Congress would increase 
funding for these programs over the 
previous fiscal year. Each year, the ~x
ecutive branch has requested ever m
creasing authorizations for these pro
grams, and each year the Congress has 
approved these authorizations increases 
in some degree. Yet, I believe we became 
so preoccupied with increasing the size 
of the foreign aid program that we lost 
sight of what should have been our cen
tral concern: How effectively are these 
resources being used to assist poor peo
ple in poor countries? 

During a year in which domestic pro
grams are either being cut back or held 
at last year's level, it is imperative that 
we also hold the line on foreign aid. Our 
times require that we make difficult 
choices concerning spending priorities 
at home and abroad. We cannot reduce 
Federal spending and we cannot balan~e 
our Federal budget if each program LS 

allowed to grow with little concern given 
to the quality of the program. Th~ co~
mittee's recommendations on this bill 
reflect both these goals. It recogni.zes 
the need to control Federal spe~ding 
and the need to improve the quality of 
bilateral aid efforts. 

Mr. President, the committee ~ecom
mends substantial reductions m the 
authorizations contained in this bill. ~ 
reported, title I of the ·bill is $212.2 ~I
lion below the President's request, which 
represents a reduction of 10 percent; 
$155.9 million below the level approved 
by the House earlier this year: and $4~.1 
million below fiscal year 1979 appropria-
tions. 

Taking title I and title II t?get~er, t~e 
total appropriations authonzed m th1s 
bill are $19.1 million belo'Y last year's 
appropriated levels. This mcludes. $25 
million for a new program, the Institute 
for Technological Cooperation. 

Not only did the committee recom
mend reductions in these programs, b~t 
we also carefully reviewed the Presi
dent's proposals and demonstrated O? a 
country-by-country, project-by-pro.Ject 
basis how and where the reductiOns 
could be made. 

In some cases, the committee followed 
the lead of the executive branch and 
recommended the total elimination of 
programs in such countries as Pa~stan 
and Ethiopia. In the case of Pakistan, 
the program termination stems from a 
violation of the nuclear nonproliferation 
provisions of the Foreign Assistanc~ Act. 
Ethiopia is in violation of the prov1sions 
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prohibiting aid to countries which ex
propriate American property without 
adequate compensation. 

In other cases, the committee re
viewed the internal conditions in coun
tries for which aid was proposed and 
determined that, under current circum
stances, our bilateral aid programs could 
not reach the poor people for whom 
they are intended to help. 

The committee also reviewed certain 
proposed activities and projects and rec
ommended program reductions or delay 
in project implementation. Specifically, 
the committee recommends a 40-percent 
reduction in AID research and studies. 
In a year when AID programs must be 
reduced, assistance which directly bene
fits poor people in poor countries should 
have priority over research whose bene
fits to the poor are all too often ques
tionable. 

Mr. President, the committee report 
on S. 588 provides detailed information 
concerning the recommended reduc
tions. However, I want to emphasize that 
the committee has not tied the hands of 
the President. With the single exception 
of Afghanistan, we did not include 
statutory prohibitions on the activities 
for which reductions were recom
mended. If circumstances change in 
these countries, the President has au
thority to provide assistance to them. 

In our concern over the spending 
amounts authorized in S. 588, we must 
not lose sight of its central purpose. 
Pursuant to congressional initiative in 
1973, these funds are intended to di
rectly benefit poor people in poor coun
tries. These are not giveaway programs. 
These are programs designed to help 
people help themselves. These programs 
help small farmers to increase their 
productivity which, hopefully, will lead 
to food self-sufficiency in these coun
tries. These programs provide the re
sources and expertise required to pro
mote private entrepeneurship. The funds 
in this bill are used to help curb the 
population growth threatening to over
whelm many developing countries. 

The programs funded by this bill not 
only benefit poor people abroad; they 
constitute an important investment in 
our own future as well. Every day, we see 
more clearly how events abroad a:ffect 
our lives at home. We sell more American 
goods and services to developing coun
tries than to Europe and Japan com
bined. Without these markets, our bal
ance-of-trade deficit would be much 
greater and unemployment much higher. 
Many of the most vital raw materials re
quired for our own factories come from 
these developing countries as well. 
Therefore, we have a definite stake in 
both the pace and orderly nature of de
velopment in these countries. 

Mr. President, this bill has received 
strong bipartisan support in the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations, which or
dered it reported with a favorable rec
ommendation by a vote of 13 to 1. Title 
II of the bill has the support of both the 
Committee on Foreign Relations and the 
Committee on Governmental A:ffairs. I 
urge the Senate to adopt the Interna
tional Development Assistance Act of 
1979. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the following persons from the 
sta:ff of the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions have the privilege of the floor dur
ing the consideration and voting on s. 
588: Richard McCall, Rudolph Rousseau, 
Gerald Decker, William Bader, and Pa
trick Shea. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amendments 
of both committees to S. 588 be agreed 
to en bloc, and that the bill as thus 
amended be considered as original text 
for the purpose of further amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendments agreed to en bloc are 
as follows: 

The amendment of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations is to strike all after 
the enacting clause and insert the fol
lowing: 

That this Act may be cited a.s the "Inter
national Development Assistance Act of 
1979". 

TITLE I-DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE 
AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOPMENT, AND 

NUTRITION 

SEc. 101. (a.) Section 103(a.) (2) of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 is amended 
by amending the first sentence to read as 
follows: "There are authorized to be appro
priated to the President for purposes of this 
section, in addition to funds otherwise avail
able for such purposes, $583,548,000 for the 
fiscal year 1980.". 

(b) Section 103(b) of such Act is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following: 

"(3) The Congress recognizes that the ac
celerating loss of forests and tree cover in 
developing countries undermines and offsets 
efforts to improve agricultural production 
and nutrition and otherwise to meet the 
basic human needs of the poor. Deforestation 
results in increased ftooding, reduction in 
water supply for agricultural capacity, loss 
of firewood and needed wood products, and 
loss of valuable plants and animals. In order 
to maintain and increase forest resources, 
the President is authorized to provide assist
ance under this section for forestry projects 
whlch are essential to fulfill the fundamental 
purposes of this section. Emphasis shall be 
given to community woodlots, a.groforestry, 
reforestation, protection of watershed for
ests, and more effective forest management.". 

POPULATION AND HEALTH 

SEc. 102. The first sentence of section 104 
(q) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1~1 
is amended to read as follows: "There are 
authorized to be appropriated to the Presi
dent, in addition to funds otherwise avail
able for such purposes-

.. ( 1) $193,630,000 for the fiscal year 1980 
to carry out subsection (b) of this section; 
and 

"(2) $124,731,000 for the fiscal year 1980 
to carry out subsection (c) of this section.". 

EDUCATION AND HUMAN RESOURCES 
DEVELOPMENT 

SEC. 103. Section 105 of the Foreign Assist
ance Act of 1961is amended-

( 1) by amending the second sentence of 
subsection (a) to read as follows : "There a;re 
authorized to be appropriated to the Presi
dent for purposes of this section, in addition 
to funds otherwise available for such pur
pares, $87,646,000 for the fiscal year 1980, 
which are authorized to remain available 
untll expended."; 

(2) in subsection (b). by inserting " ( 1)" 
after "(b)"; and 

(3) by adding at the end of subsection 
(b) ( 1) the following: 

"(2) Assistance under this section shall 
also be provided for advanced education and 
training of people of developing countries in 
such d.lsclpllnes as are required for planning 
and implementation of public and private 
development activities.". 

DEVEOPMENT OF INDIGENOUS ENERGY 

RESOURCES 

SEc. 104. (a.) Section 102(b) of the For
eign Assistance Act of 1961 is a.mended-

(1) in paragraph (5) by striking out "and" 
immediately after the last semicolon and by 
inserting "; and energy development and 
production" immediately before the period; 
and 

(2) in paragraph (7) by inserting "the de
velopment, production, and" immediately 
after "promotes". 

(b) Section 106 of such Act is a.mended
(1) in subsection (a.)-
(A) by striking out paragraph (2), and 
(B) by redesignating paragraphs (3) 

through (6) as paragraphs (2) through (5), 
respect! vely; 

(2) by redesignating subsections (a.) and 
(b) , as amended by paragraph (1) of this 
subsection, as subsections (c) and (d) , re
spectively; and 

(3) by inserting the following new sub
sections (a) and (b) lmmedla.tely after the 
section caption: 

" (a.) ( 1) The Congress finds that energy 
development and production are vital ele
ments in the development process, that en
ergy shortages in developing countries se
verely limit the development process in such 
countries, that two-thirds of the developing 
countries which import on depend on it for 
a.t least 90 percent of the energy which their 
economies require, and that the dramatic 
increase in world oil prices since 1973 has 
resulted in considerable economic hardship 
for many developing countries. The Congress 
is concerned that the value and purpose of 
much of the a.ssl:stance provided to develop
ing countries under section 103, 104, and 105 
are undermined by the 1nab1llty of many 
developing countries to satisfy their energy 
requirements. Unless the energy deficit of 
the developing countries can be narrowed by 
more fully exploiting indigenous sources of 
energy such as oil, natural gas, and coal, 
r,carce foreign exchange will increasingly 
have to be diverted to on imports primartly 
to the detriment of long-term development 
and economic growth. 

"(2) The Congress recognizes that many 
developing countries lack access to the neces
sary technology to locate, explore, and de
velop indigenous energy resources and the 
financing to develop such resources. 

"(3) The Congress declares that there is 
potential for a.t least a. moderate increase 
by 1990 in the production of energy for 
commercial use in the developing countries 
which are not members of the Organization 
of Petroleum Exporting Countries. In ad
dition, there is a. compelllng need for vigor
ous efforts to improve the a.va.na.ble data ou 
the location, scale, and commercial ex
ploita.b111ty of potential on, natural gas, and 
coal reserves 1n developing countries, es
pecially those which are not members of 
the Organization of Petroleum Exporting 
Countries. The Congress further declares 
that there are many benefits to be gained 
by the developing countries and by the 
United States and other developed countries 
through expanded efforts to expedite the 
location, exploration, and development of 
potential sources of energy in developing 
countries. These benefits include, but are 
not limited to, the following: 

"(A) The world's energy supply would be 
increased and the fear of abrupt depletion 
would be lessened. This could have a posi
tive impact upon energy prices in interna
tional markets and, thus, a. positive eft'ect 
upon the balance-of-payments problems of 
many developing countries. 
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"(B) Diversification of the world's sup
piles of energy from fossil fuels would make 
all countries, developing and developed, less 
susceptible to supply interruptions and ar
bitrary production and pricing pollcles. 

"(C) Even a moderate increase in energy 
production in the developing countries 
would improve their ablllty to expand com
mercial trade, foreign investment, and tech
nology transfer possiblllties with the United 
States and other developed countries. 

"(4) Assistance for the production of en· 
ergy from indigenous resources, as author
ized by subsection (b) of this section, would 
be of direct benefit to the poor in developing 
countries because of the overwhelming im
pact of imported energy costs upon the lives 
of the poor and their ablllty to participate 
in development. 

"(b) (1) In order to help developing coun
tries alleviate their energy problems by im
proving their ablllty to use indigenous en
ergy resources for commerdal purposes, the 
President is authorized to furnish assistance, 
on such terms and conditions as he may de
termine, to enable such countries to prepare 
for and undertake development of their en
ergy resources. Such assistance may include 
data collection and analysts and the train
ing of sk1lled personnel. 

"(2) Of the funds made available to carry 
out this section, up to $5,000,000 for the fis
cal year 1980 may be used for the purposes 
of paragraph ( 1) in developing countries 
which are not members of the Organization 
of Petroleum Exporting Countries.". 
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE, ENERGY, RESEARCH, RE· 

CONSTRUCTION, AND SELECTED DEVELOPMENT 
PROBLEMS 
SEc. 105. Section 106(d) of the Foreign 

Assistance Act of 1961, as so redesignated by 
section 104(b) (2) of this Act, is amended to 
read as follows: 

"(d) There are authorized to be appropri
ated to the President for purposes of this 
section, ln addition to funds otherwise avail
able for such purposes, $119,747,000 for the 
fiscal year 1980, which are authorized to re
main available until expended.". 

ENERGY PROGRAMS 
SEc. 106. (a) Section 119 of the Foreign 

Assistance Act of 1961is amended by amend
ing the section caption to read "ENERGY PRO
GRAMS". 

(b) Such section is further amended by re
designating existing subsection (a) as sub
section (b) and by inserting the following 
new subsection (a) immediately after the 
section caption: 

" (a) The Congress finds that energy pro
duction and conservation are vital elements 
in the development process and that energy 
shortages ln developing countries severely 
limit the development progress of such coun
tries. Inadequate access by the poor to en
ergy sources as well as the prospect of de
pleted fossll fuel reserves and higher energy 
prices require an enhanced effort to expand 
the energy resources of developing countries, 
primarily through greater emphasis on re
newable sources. Renewable and decentral
ized energy technologies have particular ap
pl1cab111ty for the poor, especially in rural 
areas.". 

(c) Such section ls further amended by 
redesignating existing subsection (b) as sub
section (d) and by inserting the following 
new subsection (c) between subsections (b) 
and (d). as so redesignated by this subsec
tion and subsection (b) of this section: 

"(c) Such programs may include research, 
development, demonstration. and appllcation 
of suitable energy technologies ( inoluding 
use of wood) ; analysts of energy uses, needs, 
and resources; training and institutional de
velopment; and scientific interchange.". 

SAHEL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM-
l:MPLEMENTATION 

SEc. 107. Section 121(c) of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961 is amended by insert-

ing the following sentence immediately after 
the first sentence: "In addition to the 
amount authorized ln the preceding sen
tence, and funds otherwise available for 
such purposes, there 1s authorized to be 
appropriated to the President for purposes 
of this section $30,000,000.". 

RELATIVELY LEAST DEVELOPED COUNTRIES 
SEc. 108. Section 124(c) (2) of the Foreign 

Assistance Act of 1961 is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new sen
tence: "Amounts due and payable during 
fiscal year 1980 to the United States from 
relatively least developed countries on loans 
made under this part (or any predecessor 
legislation) are authorized to be used, in 
accordance with the provisions of paragraph 
( 1) of this subsection, in an amount not to 
exceed $18,800,000 for fiscaJ. year 1980.". 

ACCELERATED LOAN REPAYMENTS 
SEc. 109. At the end of ch&~pter 1 of part I 

of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, add 
the following: 

"SEC.126.ACCELERATED LOAN R.EPAYMENTS.
The Administrator of the agency primarily 
responsible for administering this part is 
directed to conduct an annual review of 
bUateral concesslonalloan balances and shall 
determine and identify those countries whose 
financial resources make possible accelerated 
loan repayments. In particular, European 
countries that were recipients of concessional 
loans by predecessor agencies to the agency 
primarily responsible for admlnlstering this 
part shall be contacted to negotiate acceler
ated repayments. The criteria used by the 
Administrator ln making these determina
tions shall be established ln conjunction 
with the Cominittee on Foreign Affairs of 
the House of Representatives and the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations of the Senate. 
An annual report of the status of such accel
erated loan repayments shall be made to 
such committees.". 

AMERICAN SCHOOLS AND HOSPITALS ABROAD 
SEC. 110. Section 214(c) of the Foreign 

Assistance Act of 1961 is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(c) To carry out the purposes of this sec
tion, there are authorized to be appropriated 
to the President $25,000,000 for the fiscal year 
1980, which are authorized to remain avail
able until expended.". 

HOUSING AND OTHER CREDIT GUARANTY 
PROGRAMS 

SEC. Ul. (a) Section 222(a) of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961 ls amended-

( 1) in the second sentence by striking out 
"$1,180,000,000" and inserting in lieu there
of "$1,555,000,000"; and 

(2) in the third sentence by striking out 
"1980" and inserting in lieu thereof "1982". 

(b) Section 222A(h) of such Act is amend
ed by striking out "untll September 30, 1979" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "through Sep
tember 30, 1982". 

(c) Section 223(f) of such Act is 
amended-

( 1) by striking out everything after "not" 
in the first sentence through "exceeds" in 
the second sentence and by inserting 1n lieu 
thereof "exceed"; and 

(2) by striking out "such Department" in 
the second sentence and inserting in lieu 
thereof "the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development". 

(d) Section 223(J) of such Act is 
amended-

(1) in the first sentence, by striking out 
"(1)" and all that follows through "(3)" and 
inserting in lieu thereof, "are coordinated 
with and complementary to any development 
assistance being furnished under chapter 1 
of this part and which"; and 

(2) by striking out the last sentence and 
inserting in lieu thereof the following: "Of 
the total amount of housing guaranties au
thorized to be issued through September 30, 
1982, under section 222, not less than a face 
amount of $25,000,000 shall be issued for 

projects in Israel and not less than a face 
amount of $25,000,000 shall be issued for 
projects in Egypt.". 

GENERAL AUTHORITY 
SEc. 112. Section 297 of the Foreign As

sistance Act of 1961 is amended-
( 1) in subsection (a) ( 3) , by inserting after 

"university research" the following: "in the 
developing countries themselves;"; and 

(2) subsection (c) is amended to read: as 
follows: 

"(c) to the maximum extent practicable, 
activities under this section shall-

"(1) be directly related to the food and 
agricultural needs of developing countries; 

"(2) be carried out within the developing 
countries; 

"(3) be adapted to local circumstances; 
"(4) provide for the most effective inter

relationship between research, education, and 
extension in promoting agricultural develop
ment in developing countries; and 

"(5) emphasize the improvement of local 
systems for delivering the best available 
knowledge to the small farmers of such 
countries.". 

INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND PROGRAMS 
SEc. 113. (a.) Section 302(a) (1) of the 

Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 is amended 
to read as follows: 

" (a) ( 1 ) There are authorized to be ap
propriated to the President for grants to 
carry out the purposes of this chapter, ln 
addition to funds available under any other 
Acts for such purposes, $279,590,000 for the 
fiscal year 1980. Of the funds authorized to 
be appropriated under this subsection for 
the fiscal year 1980, not to exceed $52,000,000 
shall be available for voluntary contributions 
to the United Nations Relief and Works 
Agency for Palestine Refugees, except that 
not more than $42,500,000 of this amount 
may be obligated unless the Prefildent certi
fies to the Congress that any contributions 
above this level have been matched by 
equivalent contributions by members of the 
Organization of Petroleum Exporting Coun
tries.". 

INTERNATIONAL DISASTER ASSISTANCE 
SEc. 114. Section 492 of the Foreign As

sistance Act of 1961 is amended by striking 
out "$25,000,000 for the fiscal year 1979" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "$25,000,000 
for the fiscal year 1980". 

COMPLETION OF PLANS AND COST ESTIMATES 
SEc. 115. Section 611(b) of the Foreign 

Assistantre Act of 1961 is amended by strik
ing out "Memorandum of the President dated 
May 15, 1962" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"Principles and Standards for Planning 
Water and Related Land Resources, dated 
October 25, 1973". 

PROHmiTION ON ASSISTANCE TO AFGHANISTAN 
SEc. 116. At the end of chapter 1 of part 

m of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, 
insert the following: 

"SEC. 620D. PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE TO 
AFGHANISTAN.-(&) None of the funds au
thorized to be appropriated under this Act 
may be used to furnish assistance to 
Afghanistan nor may funds authorized to be 
appropriated under this Act before October 1, 
1979, be expended for assistance to Afghan
istan untll the President certifies to the Con
gress that-

" ( 1) the Government of Afghanistan has 
apologized officially and assumes responsl
b111ty for the death of Ambassador Adolph 
Dubs; and 

"(2) The Government of Afghanistan 
agrees to provide adequate protection for all 
personnel of the United States Government 
in Afghanistan. 

"(b) The provisions of subsection (a) shall 
not apply lf the President determines that 
it 1s in the national interest of the United 
States because of substantially changed cir
cumstances in Afghanistan.". 
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REIMBURSABLE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS 

SEc. 117. Section 661 of the Foreign Assist
ance Act of 1961 is amended in the first sen
tence by striking out "$3,000,000 of the funds 
made available for the purposes of this Act 
!or the fiscal year 1979" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "$3,800,000 of the funds made avail
able for the purposes of this Act for the fis
cal year 1980". 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

SEc. 118. Section 667(a) of the Foreign As
sistance Act of 1961 is amended-

(!) by striking out "fiscal year 1979" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "fiscal year 1980"; 
and 

(2) in paragraph (1) by striking out 
"$261,000,000" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"$268,000,000". 
REGISTRATION OF PRIVATE VOLUNTARY AGENCIES 

SEc. 119. Sections 123(b), 607(a), and 635 
(c) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 and 
sections 104(f) and 202(a) of the Agricul
tural Trade Development and Assistance Act 
of 1954 are amended by striking out "Advi
sory Committee on Voluntary Foreign Aid" 
and "Advisory Committee" wherever they ap
pear and inserting in lieu thereof "Agency 
for International Development". 

MISCELLANEOUS REPEALS 

SEc. 120. Section 105(c), the last sentence 
of section 111, sections 113 (b) and (c), sec
tion 118(c), and section 620(o) of the For
eign Assistance Act of 1961 are repealed, Sub
section (d) of section 113 of such Act is 
redesignated as subsection (b). 
TITLE II--INSTITUTE FOR TECHNOLOG

ICAL COOPERATION 
STATEMENT OF POLICY 

SEc. 201. As declared by the Congress in the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, a principal 
objective of the foreign policy of the United 
States is the encouragement and sustained 
support of the people of developing countries 
in their efforts to acquire the knowledge and 
resources essential to development and to 
build the economic, political, and social in
stitutions which wm improve the quality of 
their lives. The Congress reaffirms the pro
found humanitarian and foreign policy con
cerns of the United States in the economic 
and social progress of the developing coun
tries and in the alleviation of the worst 
physical manifestations of poverty in these 
countries. 

In furtherance of that objective, the Con
gress recognizes that developing countries 
require extensive scientific and technological 
capacity in order to deal effectively with 
their development problems, relate to the 
industrialized nations, and constructively 
participate in the shaping of a mature world 
order. 

It is therefore in the mutual interest of 
the United States and the developing coun
tries to increase scientific and technological 
cooperation and jointly to support long-term 
research on those critical problems that im
pede development and limit efficient use of 
the world's human, natural, and capital re
sources. 

INSTITUTE FOR TECHNOLOGICAL COOPERATION 

SEc. 202. To strengthen the capacity of the 
people of developing countries to solve their 
development problems through scientific and 
technological innovation, to foster research 
on problems of development, and to fac111-
tate scientific and technological cooperation 
with developing countries, the President is 
authorized to establish an Institute !or 
Technological Cooperation (hereafter in this 
title referred to as the "Institute"), which 
shall be subject to the foreign policy guid
ance of the Secretary of State. 

FUNCTIONS OF THE INSTITUTE 

SEc. 203. (a) In carrying out its purposes, 
the Institute shall have the following 
functions: 

(1) assist developing countries to 

strengthen their own capacity to generate, 
adapt, ut111ze, and disseminate knowledge 
arid technologies necessary for their devel
opment; 

(2) support research, in the United States 
and in developing countries, on critical de
velopment problems, with emphasis on those 
problems which affect the lives of the ma
jority of the people in developing countries; 

(3) foster the exchange of scientists and 
other technical experts with developing 
countries, and other !orins of exchange and 
communication to promote the joint solu
tion of problems of mutual concern to the 
United States and developing countries; 

(4) advise and assist other agencies of the 
United States Government in planning and 
executing policies and prograins of scientific 
and technological cooperation with develop
ing countries; 

(5) !ac111tate the participation of private 
United States institutions, businesses, and 
individuals in research, training, and other 
forms of cooperation with developing coun
tries; and 

(6) gather, analyze, and disseminate in
formation relevant to the scientific and 
technological needs of developing countries. 

(b) For purposes of carrying out the !unc
tions of the Institute, the President may 
utilize, in addition to authorities conferred 
herein, such authority contained in the For
eign Assistance Act of 1961, the Foreign Serv
ice Act of 1946, title V of the Foreign Rela
tions Authorization Act, Fiscal Year 1979, and 
title IV of the International Development 
and Food Assistance Act of 1978, as the Presi
dent deeins necessary. 

(c) The Institute shall carry out its func
tions in consultation and cooperation with 
the agencies of the United States Govern
ment, international organizations, and agen
cies of other governments engaged in pro
moting economic, social, and technological 
development in developing countries. 

(d) The President shall prescribe appropri
ate procedures to assure coordination of the 
activities of the Institute with other activ
ities of the United States Government in 
furthering the use of science and technology 
in the cause of development. 

GENERAL AUTHORITIES 

SEC. 204. (a) To carry out the purposes and 
!unctions of the Institute, the President 
may-

( 1) make and perform contracts and other 
agreements with any individual, institution, 
corporation, or other body of persons how
ever designated, within or without the 
United States, and with governments or gov
ernment agencies, domestic or foreign; 

(2) make advances, grants, and loans to 
any individual, institution, corporation, or 
other body of persons however designated, 
within or without the United States, and to 
governments or government agencies, domes
tic or foreign; 

(3) employ such personnel as necessary and 
fix their compensation; 

(4) make provision for compensation, 
transportation, housing, subsistence (or per 
diem Jn lieu thereof) , and health care or 
health and accident insurance for foreign 
nationals engaged in activities authorized by 
this title while they are away !rom their 
homes, without regard to the provisions of 
any other law; 

(5) accept and use money, funds, property, 
and services of any kind by gift, devise, be
quest, grant, or otherwise in furtherance of 
the purposes of the Institute; 

(6) acquire by purchase, lease, loan, be
quest, or gift and hold and dispose of by 
sale, lease, loan, or grant, real and personal 
property of all kinds; 

(7) prescribe, amend, and repeal such rules 
and regulations as may be necessary to the 
conduct of the business of the Institute: 

(8) ut111ze information, services, fac111ties, 
officers, and employees of any agency of the 
United States Government: 

(9) establish a principal office in the Unit
ed States and such other offices within or 
without the United States, as may be neces
sary; 

(10) make such expenditures as may be 
necessary !or administering the provisions of 
this title; 

(11) adopt, alter, and use an official seal 
for the Institute, which shall be judicially 
noticed; and 

( 12) take such other actions as may be 
necessary and incident to carrying out the 
functions of the Institute. . 

(b) Any authority provided !or under this 
section involving tJhe expenditure of appro
priated funds shall be effective !or a fiscal 
year only to such extent or in such amounts 
as are provided in appropriation Acts. 

DIRECTOR OF THE INSTITUTE 

SEc. 205. (a) There shall be a Director of 
the Institute (hereafter in this title referred 
to as the "Director") who shall be the chief 
executive officer of the Institute. The Direc
tor shall be appointed by the President by 
and with the advice and consent of the 
Senate, and shall receive compensation at the 
rate payable for level III of the Executive 
Schedule under section 5314 o! title 6 of the 
United States Code. 

(b) The President may exercise any au
thorities conferred upon him by this title 
through the Director or any other agency or 
officer of the United States Government as he 
shall direct. The Director or !head of any such 
agency or any such officer m~y delegate to 
any of his subordinates authority to perform 
any of such !unctions. 

DEPUTY DIRECTOR AND OTHER STATUTORY 

OFFICERS 

SEc. 206. (a) A Deputy Director of the In
stitute shall be appointed by the President 
by and with the advice and consent of the 
Senate. The Deputy Director shall receive 
compensation at the rate payable !or level 
IV of the Executive Schedule under section 
5315 of title 5 of the United States Code; 

(b) The Deputy Director shall perform 
suclh duties and exercise such powers as the 
Director may prescribe. 

(c) The President may establish up to two 
additionaL positions in the Institute to be 
compensated at the rate payable !or level V of 
the Executive Schedule under section 5316 of 
title 5 of the United States Code. 

COUNCIL ON INTERNATIONAL TECHNOLOGICAL 
COOPERATION 

SEc. 207. (a) In order to further the pur
poses of the Institute, the President, is au
thorized to establish a Council on Interna
tional Technological Cooperation (hereafter 
in this title referred to as the "Council"). 

(b) The Council shall-
( I) advise the Director with respect .to 

the poUcies, programs, and procedures of 
the Institute; 

(2) make recommendations to the Di
rector on the use of the resources available 
to the Institute; 

(3) advise the Director on matters involv
ing the activities of the Institute outside 
the United States and appropriate relation
ships with the private sector, within and 
without the United States; and 

( 4) make recommendations on all the 
foregoing, and the Director shall not ap
prove or disapprove a new program or initia
tive until he has received within a reason
able period of time the recommendation of 
the Council. 

(c) The Council shall consist of up to 
twenty-1}ve members selected by the Presi
dent, one of whom the President shall desig
nate as Chairman. The members of the 
Council shall be selected from a.mong-

(1) citizens of the United States who are 
widely recognized !or their broad knowledge 
or. or expertise in, science and technology, 
or their Interest in the scientific and tech
nological problems of developing countries; 

(2) citizens of foreign countries who by 
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their knowledge and expertise are capable of 
providing advice and guidance to the Insti
tute on the application of science and tech
nology to the problems of developing coun
tries, except that not more than one-third 
of the membership of the Council shall con
sist of members who are citizens of foreign 
countries; and 

(3) up to five members of the Council may 
be officials of the United States Government, 
one of whom shall be the Secretary of State 
or his designee. 

(d) Members of the Council who are not 
officials of the United States Government 
shall be entitled to compensation, not to 
exceed the daily equivalent of the highest 
rate which may be paid to an employee un
der the General Schedule established by 
section 5332 of title 5 of the United States 
Code, while in the performance of their 
duties under this title, and to reimburse
ment !or expenses and per diem in lieu o! 
subsistence while away from their homes. 
or regular places of business, in accordance 
with the provisions of section 5703 of title 5 
of the United States Code for persons in 
government service employed intermittently. 
Members of the Council who are not offi
cials of the UnLted States Government shall 
not be deemed officers, employees, or other
wise in the service or employment of the 
United States Government for any purpose, 
except that members of the Council who 
are United States citizens shall be deemed 
Government employees for the purposes of 
sections 202, 203, 205, 207, 208, and 209 of 
title 18 o! the United States Code. 

INSTITUTE FELLOWSHIPS 

SEc. 208. (a) The President is authorized 
annually to award up to twenty fellowships 
for periods up to two years, such awards to 
be renewable for an additional period not to 
exceed two years, to individuals, who have 
demonstrated exceptional competence and 
ab111ty in the fields of scientific, technologi
cal, economic, or social endeavor selected by 
the Institute for Concentration. The awards 
shall be made so as to encompass a wide di
versity of disciplines and backgrounds, and 
shall be made on the basis of criteria estab
lished by the President upon the advice of 
the Council. Up to ten of the awards in any 
year may be made to citizens of countries 
other than the United States. Individuals 
awarded fellowships shall be designated as 
Institute Fellows. 

(b) The President may assign Institute 
Fellows to undertake such activities, in the 
United States or abroad, as will further the 
purposes of the Institute. 

(c) The amount of the awards made pur
suant to this section shall be established by 
the President, but shall not in any case ex
ceed the highest rate which may be paid 
to an employee under the General Schedule 
established by section 5332 of title 5 of the 
United States Code. In addition, where ap
propriate, the President may make provision 
outside country of residence), subsistence 
for transportation, housing (when assigned 
(or per diem in lieu thereof) , and health 
care or health or accident insurance for In
stitute Fellows and their dependents while 
engaged in activities authorized by this title. 

(d) Except as provided otherwise in this 
section, Institute Fellows shall not be 
deemed employees or otherwise in the serv
ice or employment of the United States Gov
ernment. Institute Fellows shall be consid
ered employees for purposes of compensation 
o! injuries under chapter 81 of title 5 of the 
United States Code and the tort claim provi
sions of chapter 171 of title 28 of the United 
States Code. In addition, Institute Fellows 
who are United States citizens shall be con
sidered Government employees for purposes 
of sections 202, 203, 205, 207, 208, and 209 of 
title 18 of the United States Code. 

(e) Alien participants in any program of 
the Institute, including Institute Fellows 
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and their dependents, may be admitted to 
the United States 1! otherwise qualified as 
nonimmlgrants under section 101 (a) (15) of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act, as 
amended, for such time and under such con
ditions as may be prescribed by regulations 
promulgated by the Secretary of State and 
the Attorney General. 

CONFLICT OF INTEREST 

SEc. 209 . Members of the Council a.nd In
stitute Fellows shall avoid any action which 
might result in, or create the appearance of, 
a confiict of interest, including but not 
limited to: 

(1) using their office or position for private 
gain; 

(2) giving preferential treatment to any 
person; 

( 3) ma.king recommendations or decisions 
relating to any activity a.uthorized by this 
ti tie in other than an impartial and inde
pendent manner; 

(4) mLsusing Government property or offi
cial information obtained through their office 
or position which has not been made avail
able to the general public; or 

(5) affecting adversely the confidence of 
the public in the integrity of the Institute. 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

SEc. 210. There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated to the President to carry out 
the provisions of this title, in addLtdon to 
funds otherwise a vail able for Sll.lch purposes, 
$25,000,000 for the fiscal year 1980. Funds 
appropriated under thLs section are author
ized to !emadn available until expended. 

EVALUATIONS AND ANNUAL REPORT 

SEc. 211. (a) (1) Not later than six months 
after the establishment of the Institute, the 
Director, in consultation with the Councll, 
shall establish procedures for the evaluation 
of the programs of the Institute. Such pro
cedures shall be oreviewed annually and may 
be modified at such time. Evaluations per
formed pursuant to Sll.lch procedures shall be 
made annually and submitted to the Presi
dent and to the Congress not later than 
sixty days after the close of each preced:ing 
fiscal year. 

(2) Whenever there is established, pur
suant to Reorganization Plan numbered 2, 
transmitted to the Congress by the Presi
dent on April 10, 1979, an International De
velopment Cooperation Agency, then the Di
rector shall consult with the Director of the 
International Development Cooperation 
Agency in estabilshing or modifying, a.s the 
case may be, such procedures and shall sub
mit such evaluations to the Director of the 
International Development Corporation 
Agency for submittal to the President and 
Congress a.s provided for under paragraph 
(1). 

(b) Not later than ninety days after the 
close of each preceding fiscal year, the Presi
dent shall submit to the Congress a complete 
and detailed report of the operations of the 
Institute during such fiscal year, together 
with a report on the evaluations required by 
subsection (a) and on proposed actions to be 
taken, 1f necessary, pursuant to consideration 
of the evaluations. 

(c) The General Accounting Office shall 
undertake a critical evalaution of the Insti
tute to ascertain the effectiveness of its man
agement and programs and shall submit such 
evaluation to the Congress not later than 
sixty days after the close of the fiscal year 
1988. 

MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

SEc. 212. (a) Section 5314 of title 5 of the 
United States Code, relating to level III of 
the Executive Schedule, is amended by add
ing at the end thereof the following: 

"(70) Director, Institute for Technological 
Cooperation.''. 

(b) Section 5315 of title 5 of the United 
States Code, relating to level IV of the Execu-

tive Schedule, is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following: 

"(128) Deputy Director, Institute for Tech
nological Cooperation.". 

(c) Section 5316 of title 5 of the United 
States Code , relating to level V of the Execu
tive Schedule, is amended by adding at the 
end theerof the following: 

" (152) Additional officers, Institute for 
Technological Cooperation (2) .". 

(d) The number of positions published 
pursuant to section 5311(b) (1) of title 5 of 
the United States Code is hereby increased 
by four. 

EFFECTIVE DATE 

SEc. 213. The provisions of this Act and the 
amendments made by such provisions shall 
take effect on October 1, 1979. 

The amendments of the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs are as follows: 

On page 37, line 21, strike "is authorized 
to" and insert "shall"; 

One page 42, line 2, strike "III'' and insert 
"II''; 

On page 42, line 3, strike "5314" and in
sert "5313" ; 

On page 42, line 14, strike "IV" and in
sert " III"; 

On page 42, line 15, strike "5315" and 
insert "5314"; 

On page 42, line 21, strike "V" and in
sert "IV'· ; 

On page 42, line 22, strike "5316" and in-
sert "5315"; · 

On page 43, line 4., strike "is authorized to" 
and insert "shall"; 

On page 44, line 3, strike "interest in" 
and insert "knowledge of"; 

On page 49, line 11, strike "5314" and in
sert "5313"; 

On page 49, line 12, strike "III" and in
sert "II"; 

On page 4:9, line 15, strike "(70)" and 
Insert "(25)"; 

On page 49, line 17, strike "5315" and in
sert "5314"; 

On Page 49, line 18, strike "IV" and insert 
"III"; 

On page 49, line 22, strike "5316" and in
sert "5315"; 

On page 49, line 23, strike "V" and in
sert "IV"; 

On page 50, line 1, strike "(152)" and in
sert " ( 128) "; 

On page 50, beginning with line 6, insert 
the following : 

TERMINATION OF PROVISIONS 

SEc. 213. The provLsions of thLs title shall 
terminate on September 30, 1989. 

On page 50, line 10, strike "213" and in
sert "214". 

So as to make the bill read: 
That this Act may be cited as the "Inter

national Development Assistance Act of 
1979". 

TITLE I-DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE 
AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOPMENT, AND 

NUTRITION 

SE:::. 101. (a) Section 103(a) (2) of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 Ls amended 
by amending the first sentence to rea.d as 
follows: "There are authorized to be appro
priated to the President for purposes of thLs 
section, in addition to funds otherwLse avail
able for such purposes, $583,548,000 for the 
fic:;cal year 1980.". 

(b) Section 103(b} of such Act is amend
ed by adding at the end thereof the follow
ing : 

"(3) The Congress recognizes that the ac
celerating loss of forests and tree cover in 
develo~ing countries undermines and off
sets efforts to improve agricultural produc
tion and nutrition and otherwise to meet 
the basic human needs of the poor. De
forestation results in increased flooding, re
duction in water supply for agricultural ca-
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pacity, loss of firewood and needed wood 
products, and loss of valuable plants and 
animals. In order to maintain and increase 
forest resources, the President is authoried 
to provide assistance under this section for 
forestry projects which are essential to ful
fill the fundamental purposes of this sec
tion. Emphasis shall be given to community 
woodlots, agroforestry, reforestation, pro
tection of watershed forests, and more ef
fective forest management.". 

POPULATION AND HEALTH 
SEc. 102. The first sentence of section 104 

(q) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 is 
amended to read as follows: "There are au
thorized to be appropriated to the President, 
in addition to funds otherwise available for 
such purposes-

"(1) $193,630,000 for the fiscal year 1980 
to carry out subsection (b) of this section; 
and 

(2) $125,731 ,000 for the fiscal year 1980 to 
carry out subsection (c) of this section.". 

EDUCATION AND HUMAN RESOURCES 
DEVELOPMENT 

SEc. 103. Section 105 of the Foreign Assist
ance Act of 1961 is amended-

( 1) by amending the second sentence of 
subse:::tion (a) to read as follows: "There are 
authorized to be appropriated to the Presi
dent for purposes of this section, in addition 
to funds otherwise available for such pur
poses, $87,646,000 for the fiscal year 1980, 
which are authorized to remain avaUable 
until expended."; 

(2) in subsection (b), by inserting "(1) ·· 
after "(b)"; and 

(3) by adding at the end of subsection 
(b) (1) the following: 

"(2) Assistance under this section shall 
also be provided for advanced education and 
training of people of developing countries in 
such disciplines as are required for planning 
and implementation of public and private 
development activities.". 

DEVELOPMENT OF INDIGENOUS 
ENERGY RESOURCES 

SEc. 104. (a) Section 102(b) of the For
eign Assistance Act of 1961 is amended-

(1) in paragraph (5) by striking out "and" 
immediately after the last semicolon and by 
inserting "; and energy development and 
production" immediately before the period; 
and 

(2) in paragraph (7) by inserting "the de
velopment, production, and" immediately 
after "promotes". 

(b) Section 106 of such Act is amended
(1) in subsection (a)-
(A) by striking out paragraph (2), and 
(B) by redesignating paragraphs (3) 

through (6) as paragraphs (2) through (5), 
respectively; 

(2) by redesignating subsections (a) and 
(b), as amended by paragraph (1) of this 
subsection, as subsections (c) and (d), re
spectively; and 

(3) by inserting the following new subsec
tions (a) and (b) immediately after the 
section caption: 

" (a) ( 1) The Congress finds that energy 
development and production are vital ele
ments in the development process, that 
energy shortages in developing countries 
severely limit the development process in 
such countries, that two-thirds of the devel
oping countries which import oil depend on 
it for at least 90 percent of the energy which 
their economies require, and that the dra
matic increase in world oll prices since 1973 
has resulted in considerable economic hard
ship for many developing countries. The 
Congress is concerned that the value and 
purpose of much of the assist-ance provided 
to developing countries under sections 103, 
104, and 105 are undermined by the inability 
of many developing countries to satisfy their 
energy requirements. Unless the energy 
deficit of the developing countries can be 
narrowed by more fully exploiting indigenous 

sources of energy such as oil, natural gas, 
and coal, scarce foreign exchange wlll in
creasingly have to be diverted to on imports 
primarlly to the detriment of long-term 
development and economic growth. 

"(2) The Congress recognizes that many 
developing countries lack access to the neces
sary technology to locate, explore, and de
velop such resources. 

" ( 3) The Congress declares that there is 
potential for at least a moderate increase by 
1990 in the production of energy for com
mercial use in the developing countries which 
are not members of the Organization of 
Petroleum Exporting Countries. In addition, 
there is a compelllng need for vigorous efforts 
to improve the available data on the location, 
scale, and commercial exploitab111ty of po
tential oil, natural gas, and coal reserves in 
developing countries, especially those which 
are not members of the Organization of 
Petroleum Exporting Countries. The Congress 
further declares that there are many benefits 
to be gained by the developing countries and 
by the United States and other developed 
countries through expanded efforts to ex
pedite the location, exploration, and develop
ment of potential sources of energy in devel
oping countries. These benefits include, but 
are not limited to, the following: 

"(A) The world's energy supply would be 
increased and the fear of abrupt depletion 
would be lessened. This could have a positive 
impact upon energy prices in international 
markets and, thus, a positive effect upon the 
balance-of-payments problems of xnany de
veloping countries. 

"(B) Diversification of the world's supplies 
of energy from fossll fuels would make all 
countries, developing and developed, less 
susceptible to supply interruptions and ar
bitrary production and pricing policies. 

" (c) Even a moderate increase in energy 
production in the developing countries would 
improve their ab111ty to expand commercial 
trade, foreign investment, and technology 
transfer posslb111ties with the United States 
and other developed countries. 

"(4) Assistance for the production of 
energy from indigenous resources, as author
ized by subsection (b) of this section, would 
be of direct benefit to the poor in develop
ing countries because of the overwhelming 
impact of imported energy costs upon the 
lives of the poor and their ab111ty to partici
pate in development. 

"(b) (1) In order to help developing coun
tries alleviate their energy problems by im
proving their ability to use indigenous energy 
resources for commercial purposes, the Pres
ident is authorized to furnish a~sistance, on 
such terms and conditions as he may deter
mine, to enable such countries to prepare for 
and undertake development of their energy 
resources. Such assistance may include data 
collection and analysis and the training of 
skllled personnel. 

"(2) Of the funds made avallable to carry 
out this section, up to $5,000,000 for the fis
cal year 1980 may be used for the purposes 
of paragraph ( 1) in developing countries 
which are not members of the Organization 
of Petroleum Exporting Countries.". 
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE, ENERGY, RESEARCH, 

RECONSTRUCTION, AND SELECTED DEVELOP
MENT PROBLEMS 
SEC. 105. Section 106(d) of the Foreign 

Assistance Act of 1961, as so redesignated by 
section 104(b) (2) of this Act, is amended to 
read as follows: 

"(d) There are authorized to be appro
priated to the President for purposes of this 
section, in addition to funds otherwise 
available for such purposes, $119,747,000 for 
the fiscal year 1980, which are authorized to 
remain available until expended.". 

ENERGY PROGRAMS 
SEC. 106. (a) Section 119 of the Foreign 

Assistance Act of 1961is amended by amend-

ing the section caption to read "ENERGY 
PROGRAMS". 

(b) Such section is further amended by 
redesignating ex~ting subsection (a) as sub
section (b) and by inserting the following 
new subsection (a) immediately after the 
section caption: 

"(a) The Congress finds that energy pro
duction and conservation are vital elements 
in the development process and that energy 
shortages in developing countries severely 
limit the development progress of such 
countries. Inadequate access by the poor to 
energy sources as well as the prospect of de
pleted fossil fuel reserves and higher energy 
prices require an enhanced effort to expand 
the energy resources of developing countries, 
primarlly through greater emphasis on re
newable sources. Renewable and decentral
ized energy technologies have particular ap
pllcab111ty for the poor, especially in rural 
areas.". 

(c) Such section is further amended by 
redesignating existing subsection (b) as sub· 
section (d) and by inserting the following 
new subsection (c) between subsections (b) 
and (d), as so redesignated by this subsec
tion and subsection (b) of this section: 

" (c) Such programs may include research, 
development, demonstration, and appllca
tion of suitable energy technologies (inclu~ 
ing use of wood); analysis of energy uses, 
needs, and resources; training and institu
tional development; and scientific inter
change.". 
SAHEL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM-IMPLEKENTA• 

TlON 
SEC. 107. Section 121 (c) of the Foreign Aa· 

sistance Act of 1961 is amended by inserting 
the following sentence immediately after the 
first sentence: "In addition to the amount 
authorized in the preceding sentence, and 
funds otherwise avallable !or such purposes, 
there is authorized to be appropriated to the 
President for purposes of this section $30,· 
000,000.". 

RELATIVELY LEAST DEVELOPED COUNTRIES 
SEc. 108. Section 124(c) (2) of the Foreign 

Assistance Act of 1961 is amended by addi.ng 
at the end thereof the following new sen
tence: "Amounts due and payable during 
fiscal year 1980 to the United States from 
relatively least developed countries on loans 
made under this part (or any predecessor 
legislation.) are authorized to be used, in 
accordance with the provisions of paragraph 
(1) of this subsection, in an amount not to 
exceed $18,800,000 !or fiscal year 1980.". 

ACCELERATED LOAN REPAYMENTS 
SEc. 109. At the end of chapter 1 of part I 

of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, add 
the following: 

"SEC. 126. ACCELERATED LOAN REPAY· 
MENTS.-The Administrator of the agency 
primarily responsible !or administering thls 
part is directed to conduct an annual review 
of bilateral concessional loan balances and 
shall determine and identify those countries 
whose financial resources make possible ac
celerated loan repayments. In particular, Eu
ropean countries that were recipients of con
cessional loans by predecessor agencies to 
the agency primarily responsible for admin
istering this part shall be con,tacted to nego
tiate accelerated repayments. The criteria 
used by the Administrator in making these 
determinations shall be estabilshed in con
junction with the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Foreign Relations of the 
Senate. An annual report of the status of 
such accelerated loan repayments shall be 
made to such Committees.". 

AMERICAN SCHOOLS AND HOSPITALS ABROAD 
SEC. 110. Section 214{c) O! the Foreign As· 

sistance Act of 1961 is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(C) To carry out the purposes of this 
section, there are authorized to be appropri-
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ated to the President $25,000,000 for the 
fiscal year 1980, which are authorized to re
main available until expended.". 

HOUSING AND OTHER CREDIT GUARANTY 
PROGRAMS 

SEc. 111. (a) Section 222 (a) of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961is amended-

( 1) in the second sentence by striking out 
"$1,180,000,000" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"$1,555,000,000"; and 

(2) in the third sentence by striking out 
"1980" and inserting in lieu thereof "1982". 

(b) Section 222A(h) of such Act is 
amended by striking out "until September 
30, 1979" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"through September 30, 1982". 

(c) Section 223(f) o! such Act is 
amended-

(1) by striking out everything after "not" 
in the first sentence through "exceeds" in 
the second sentence and by inserting in lieu 
thereof "exceed"; and 

(2) by striking out "such Department" in 
the second sentence and inserting in lieu 
thereof "the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development". 

(d) Section 223(J) of such Act is 
amended-

( 1) in the first sentence, by striking out 
" ( 1) " and all that follows through " ( 3)" 
and inserting in lieu thereof, "are coordi
nated with and complementary to any devel
opment assistance being furnished under 
chapter 1 of this part and which"; and 

(2) by striking out the last sentence and 
inserting in lieu thereof the following: "Of 
the total amount of housing guaranties au
thorized to be issued through September 30, 
1982, under section 222, not less than a face 
amount of $25,000,000 shall be issued tor 
projects in Israel and not less than a face 
amount of $25,000,000 shall be issued for 
projects in Egypt.". 

GENERAL AUTHORITY 
SEc. 112. Section 297 of the Foreign Assist

ance Act of 196lis amended-
( 1) in subsection (a) (3), by inserting 

after "university research" the following: 
"in the developing countries themselves;"; 
and 

(2) subsection (c) is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(c) to the maximum extent practicable, 
acivities under this section shall-

"(1) be directly related to the food and 
agricultural needs of developing countries; 

"(2) be carried out within the developing 
countries; . 

"(3) be adapted to local circumstances; 
"(4) provide for the most effective inter

relationship between research, education, and 
extension in promoting agricultural develop
ment in developing countries; and 

" ( 5) emphasize the improvement of local 
systems !or delivering the best available 
knowledge to the small farmers of such 
countries.". 
INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND PROG~MS 

SEc. 113. (a) Section 302(a) (1) of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 is amended to 
read as follows: 

"(a) (1) There are authorized to be appro
priated to the President for grants to carry 
out the purposes of this chapter, in addition 
to funds available under any other Acts for 
such purposes, $279,590,000 for the fiscal year 
1980. Of the funds authorized to be appro
priated under this subsection for the fiscal 
year 1980, not to exceed $52,000,000 shall be 
available for voluntary contributions to the 
United Nations Relief and Works Agency tor 
Palestine Refugees, except that not more 
than $42,500,000 of this amount ma.y be obli
gated unless the President certifies to the 
Congress that any contributions above this 
level have been matched by equivalent con
tributions by members of the Organization of 
Petroleum Exporting Oountrles.". 

INTERNATIONAL DISASTER ASSISTANCE 
SEc. 114. Section 492 of Foreign Assistance 

Act of 1961is amended by striking out "$25,-
000,000 for the fiscal year 1979" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "$25,000,000 for the fiscal 
year 1980". 

COMPLETION OF PLANS AND COST ESTIMATES 
SEc. 115. Section 6ll(b) of the Foreign 

Assistance Act of 1961 is amended by striking 
out "Memorandum of the President dated 
May 15, 1962" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"Principles and Standards for Planning Wa
ter and Related Land Resources, dated Oc
tober 25, 1973". 
PROHmiTION ON ASSISTANCE TO AFGHANISTAN 

SEc. 116. At the end of chapter 1 of part 
III of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, 
insert the following: 

"SEC. 620D. PaoHmiTION ON AsSISTANCE TO 
AFGHANISTAN.-(a) None of the ·funds au
thorized to be appropriated under this Act 
may be used to furnish assistance to Afghan
istan nor may funds authorized to be appro
priated under this Act before October 1, 1979, 
be expended for assistance to Afghanistan 
until the President certifies to the Congress 
that-

.. ( 1) the Government of Afghanistan has 
apologized officially and assumes responsibil
ity !or the de81th of Ambassador Adolph Dubs; 
and 

"(2) The Government of Afghanistan 
agrees to provide adequate protection for 
all personnel of the United States Govern
ment in Afghanistan. 

"(b) The provisions of subsection (a) shall 
not apply if the President determines that it 
is in the national interest of the United 
States because of substantially changed cir
cumstances in Afghanistan.". 

REIMBURSABLE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS 
SEc. 117. Section 661 of the Foreign Assist

ance Act of 1961 is amended in the first sen
tence by striking out "$3,000,000 of the funds 
made available for the purposes of this Act 
!or the fiscal year 1979" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "$3,800,000 of the funds made availa
ble for the purposes of this Act for the fiscal 
year 1980". 

OPERATING EXPENSES 
SEc. 118. Section 667 (a) of the Foreign 

Assistance Act of 1961 is amended-
(1) by striking out "fiscal year 1979" and 

inserting in lieu thereof "fiscal year 1980"; 
and 

(2) in paragraph (1) by striking out 
"$261,000,000" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"$268,000,000". 
REGISTRATION OF PRIVATE VOLUNTARY AGENCIES 

SEc. 119. Sections 123(b), 607(a), and 
635(c) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 
and sections 104(!) and 202(a) of the Agri
cultural Trade Development and Assistance 
Act of 1954 are amended by striking out 
"Advisory Committee on Voluntary Foreign 
Aid" and "Advisory Committee" wherever 
they appear and inserting in lieu thereof 
"Agency for International Development". 

MISCELLANEOUS REPEALS 
SEc. 120. Section 105(c), the last sentence 

of section 111, sections 113 (b) and (c), sec
tion 118 (c) , and section 620 ( o) of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961 are repealed. Subsec
tion (d) of section 113 of such Act is redesig
nated as subsection (b) . 
TITLE II-INSTITUTE FOR TECHNOLOGI

CAL COOPERATION 
STATEMENT OF POLICY 

SEc. 201. As declared by Congress in the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, a principal 
objective of the foreign policy of the United 
States is the encouragement and sustained 
support of the people of developing countries 
in their efforts to acquire the knowledge and 
resources essential to development and to 

build the economic, political, and social in
stitutions which will improve the quality of 
their lives. The Congress reaffirms the pro
found humantarian and foreign policy con
cerns of the United States in the economic 
and social progress of the developing coun
tries and in the alleviation of the worst phys
ical . manifestations of poverty in these 
countries. 

In furtherance of that objective, the Con
gress recognizes that developing countries 
require extensive scientific and technological 
capacity in order to deal effectively with 
their development problems, relate to the 
industrialized nations, and constructively 
participate in the shaping of a ma.ture world 
order. 

It is therefore in the mutual interest of 
the United States and the developing coun
tries to increase scientific and technological 
cooperation and jointly to support long-term 
research on those critical problems that im
pede development and limit emcient use of 
the world's human, natural, and capital 
resources. 

INSTITUTE FOR TECHNOLOGICAL COOPERATION 
SEc. 202. To strengthen the capacity of the 

people of developing countries to solve their 
development problems through scientific 
and technological innovation, to roster re
search on problems of development, and to 
fac111tate scientitlc and technological coop
eration with developing countries, the Presi
dent shall establish an Institute for Tech
nological Cooperation (hereafter in this title 
referred to as the "Institute"), which shall 
be subject to the foreign policy guidance of 
the Secretary of State. 

FUNCTIONS OF THE INSTITUTE 
SEc. 203. (a) In carrying out its purposes, 

the Institute shall have the following !unc
tions: 

( 1) assist developing countries to 
strengthen their own capacity to generate, 
ada.pt, utilize, and disseminate knowledge 
and technologies necessary for their de
velopment; 

(2) support research, in the United States 
and in developing countries, on critical de
velopment problems, with emphasis on those 
problems which affect the lives of the ma
jority of the people in developing countries; 

(3) foster the exchange of scientists and 
other technical experts with developing 
countries, and other forms of exchange and 
communication to promote the joint solu
tion of problems of mutual concern to the 
United States and developing countries; 

(4) advise and assist other agencies of the 
United States Government in planning and 
executing policies and programs of scientific 
and technological cooperation with develop
ing countries; 

(5) fac111tate the participation of private 
United States institutions, businesses, and 
individuals in research, training, and other 
forms of cooperation with developing coun
tries; and 

(6) gather, analyze, and disseminate in
formation relevant to the scientific and 
technological needs of developing countries. 

(b) For purposes of carrying out the func
tions of the Institute, the President may 
utilize, in addition to authorities conferred 
herein, such authority contained in the For
eign Assistance Act of 1961, the Foreign 
Service Act of 1946, title V of the Foreign 
Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal Year 
1979, and title IV of the International De
velopment and Food Assistance Act of 1978, 
as the President deems necessary. 

(c) The Institute shall carry out its func
tions in consultation and cooperation with 
the agencies of the United States Govern
ment, international organizations, an,d agen
cies of other governments engaged in pro
moting economic, social, and technological 
development in developing countries. 
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(d) The President shall prescribe appro

priate procedures to assure coordination of 
the activities of the Institute with other ac
tivities of the United States Government in 
furthering the use of science and technology 
in the cause of development. 

GENERAL AUTHORITIES 

SEc. 204. (a) To carry out the purposes 
ai¥1 functions of the Institute, the President 
may-

(1) make and perform contracts and other 
agreements with any individual, institution, 
corporation, or other body of persons how
ever designated, within or without the 
United States, and with governmen,ts or gov
ernment agencies, domestic or foreign; 

(2) make advances, grants, and loans to 
any individual, institution, corporation,, or 
other body of persons however designated, 
within or without the United States, and to 
governments or government agencies, do
mestic or foreign; 

( 3) employ such personnel as necessary 
and fix their compensation; 

(4) make provision for compensation, 
transportation, housing, subsistence (or per 
diem in lieu thereof), and health care or 
health and accident insurance for foreign 
nationals engaged in activities authorized 
by this title while they are away from their 
homes, without regard to the provisions of 
any other law; 

(5) accept and use money, funds, property, 
and services of any kind by gift, devise, be
quest, grant, or otherwise 1n furtherance of 
the purposes of the Institute; 

(6) acquire by purchase, lease, loan, be
quest, or gift and hold and dispose of by sale, 
lease, loan, or grant, real and personal prop
erty of all kinds; 

(7) prescribe, amend, and repeal such rules 
and regulations as may be necessary to the 
conduct of the business of the Institute; 

(8) utilize information, services, facilities, 
officers, and employees of any agency of the 
United States Government; 

(9) establish a principal office in the 
United States and such other offices within 
or without the United States, as may be nec
essary; 

( 10) make such expenditures as m!l.y be 
necessary for adininistering the provisions of 
this title; 

( 11) adopt, alter, and use an official seal 
for the Institute, which shall be judicially 
noticed; and 

( 12) take such other actions as may be 
necessary and incident to carrying out the 
functions of the Institute. 

(b) Any authority provided for under this 
section involving the expenditure of appro
priated funds shall be effective for a fiscal 
year only to such extent or in such amounts 
as are provided in appropriation Acts. 

DIRECTOR OF THE INSTITUTE 

SEc. 205. (a) There shall be a Director of 
the Institute (hereafter in this title referred 
to as the "Director") who shall be the chief 
executive officer of the Institute. The Direc
tor shall be appointed by the President by 
and with the advice and consent of the Sen
ate, and shall receive compensation at the 
rate payable for level II of the Executive 
Schedule under section 5313 of title 5 of the 
United States Code. 

(b) The President may exercise any au
thorities conferred upon him by this title 
through the Director or any other agency or 
officer of the United States Government as he 
shall direct. The Director or head of any such 
agency or any such officer may delegate to 
any of his subordinates authority to perform 
any of such functions. 

DEPUTY DIRECTOR AND OTHER STATUTORY 
OFFICERS 

SEC. 206. (a) A Deputy Director of the In
stitute shall be appointed by the President 
by and with the advice and consent of the 
Senate. The Deputy Director shall receive 

compensation at the rate payable for level 
III of the Executive Schedule under section 
5314 of title 5 of the United States Code; 

(b) The Deputy Director shall perform 
such duties and exercise such powers as the 
Director may prescribe. 

(c) The President may establish up to two 
additional positions in the Institute to be 
compensated at the rate payable for level 
IV of the Executive Schedule under section 
5315 of title 5 of the United States Code. 
COUNCIL ON INTERNATIONAL TECHNOLOGICAL 

COOPERATION 

SEc. 207. (a) In order to further the p~ 
poses of the Institute, the President shall 
establish a Council on International Tech
nologtical Cooperation (hereafter in this title 
referred to as the "Council"). 

(b) The Council shall-
( 1 ) ad vise the Direotor with respect to the 

policies, programs, and procedures of the 
Institute; 

(2) make recommendations to the Direc
tor on the use of the resources available to 
the Institute; 

(3) advise the Director on m.a.tters involv
ing the activities of the Inst4tute outside the 
United States and appropriate relationships 
with the private sector, within and without 
the United States; and 

(4) make reccmmendations on all the 
foregoing, and the Director shall not approve 
or disapprove a new program or indtiative 
until he has received within a reasonable 
period of time the recommendation of the 
Council. 

(c) The Council shall consist of up to 
twenty-five members selectt'd by the Presi
dent , one of whom the President shall 
designate as Chairman. The members of "the 
Council shall be selected from among-

( 1) citizens of the United States who 
are widely recognized for their broad knowl
edge of, or expert4se in, science and tech
nology, or their knowledge of the scientifi~ 
and technological problems of developing 
countries; 

(2) citizens of foreign countries who by 
their knowledge and expertise are ca..pable 
of providing advice and guidance to the 
Institute on the application of science and 
technology to the problems of developing 
countl'lies, except that not more than one
third of the membership of the Council shall 
consist of members who are citizens of for
eign countries; and 

( 3) up to five members of the Council 
may be officials of the United States Govern
ment, one of whom shall be the Secretary 
cf State or his designee. 

(d) Members of the Council who are not 
officials of the United States Government. 
shall be entitled "to compensation, not to 
exceed the dally equdvalent of the highest 
rate which may be paid to an employee 
under the General Schedule established by 
sectdon 5332 of title 5 of the United States · 
Code, while in the performance of their 
duties under thds title, and to reimburse
ment for expenses and per diem in lieu of 
subsistence whlle away from thed.r homes, 
or regular places of business, in accordance 
with the provisions of section 5703 of title 
5 of the United States Code for persons in 
Government service employed intermittently. 
Members of the Council who are not officials 
of the United States Government shall not 
be deemed officers, employees, or otherwise 
in the servd.ce or employment of the United 
States Government for any purpcse, except 
that members of the Council who are United 
States citizens shall be deemed Government 
employees for the purposes of sections 202, 
203, 205, 207, 208, and 209 of title 18 of the 
United States Oode. 

INSTITUTE FELLOWSHIPS 

SEc. 208. (a) The President is authorized 
annually to award up to twenty fellowships 
for periods up to two years, such awards to 
be renewable for an additional period not to 

exceed two years, to individuals, who have 
demonstrated exceptional competence and 
ability in the fields of scientific, technologi
cal, economic, or social endeavor selected by 
the Institute for concentration. The awards 
shall be made so as to encompass a wide 
diversity of disciplines and backgrounds, 
and shall be made on the basis of criteria 
establlshed by the President upon the ad
vice of the Council. Up to ten of the awards 
in any year may be made to citizens of coun
tries other than the United States. Individ
uals awarded fellowships shall be designated 
as Institute Fellows. 

(b) The President may assign Institute 
Fellows to undertake such activities, in the 
United States or abroad, as will further the 
purposes of the Institute. 

(c) The amount of the awards made pur
suant to this section shall be established by 
the President, but shall not in any case 
exceed the highest rate which may be paid 
to an employee under the General Schedule 
established by section 5332 of title 5 of the 
United States Code. In addition, where ap
propriate, the President may make provision 
for transportation, housing (when assigned 
outside country of residence) , subsistence 
(or per diem in lieu thereof) , and health 
care or health or accident insurance for In
stitute Fellows and their dependents while 
engaged in activities authorized by this title. 

(d) Except as provided otherwise in this 
section, Institute Fellows shall not be 
deemed employees or otherwise in the service 
or employment of the United States Govern
ment. Institute Fellows shall be considered 
employees for purposes of compensation of 
injuries under chapter 81 of title 5 of the 
United States Code and the tort claim pro
visions of chapter 171 of title 28 of the 
United States Code. In addition, Institute 
Fellows who are United States Citizens shall 
be considered Government employees for 
purposes of sections 202, 203, 205, 207, 208, 
and 209 of title 18 of the United States Code. 

(e) Allen participants in any program of 
the - nstitute, including Institute Fellows and 
their dependents, may be admitted to the 
United States if otherwise qualified as non
immigrants under section 101(a) (15) of the 
!mmigration and Nationality Act, as 
amended, for such time and under such con
ditions as may be prescribed by regulations 
promulgated by the Secretary of State and 
the Attorney General. 

CONFLICT OF INTEREST 

SEc. 209. Members of the Council and In
stitUJte Fellows shall avoid any action which 
might result in, or create the appearance of, 
a conflict of interest, including but not lim
ited to : 

( 1) using their office or position for private 
gain; 

(2) giving preferential treatmerut to any 
person; 

(3) making recommendations or decisions 
relating to any activi'~y authorized by this 
title in other than an impartial and inde
pendent manner; 

(4) misusing Government property or of
ficial information obtained through their of
fice or position which has not been made 
available to the general p:ublic; or 

(5) affecting adversely the confidence of 
the public in the integrity of the Institute. 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

SEc. 210. There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated to the Pr<?sident to carry out 
the provisions of this title, in addition to 
funds otherwise available for such purposes, 
$25,000,000 for the fiscal year 1980. Funds 
appropriated under this section are author
ized to remain available until expended. 

EVALUATIONS AND ANNUAL REPORT 

SE::::. 212. (a) (1) Not later than six months 
after the establishment of the Institute, the 
Director, in consultation with the Council, 
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shall establish procedures for the evaluation 
of the programs of the Institute. Such pro
cedures shall be reviewed annually and may 
be modified at such time. Evaluations per
formed pursuant to such procedures shall be 
made annually and submitJted to the Presi
dent and to the Congress not later than sixty 
days after the close of each preceding fiscal 
year. 

(2) Whenever there is established, pursu-
ant to Reorganization Plan numbered 2, 
transmitted to the Congress by the President 
on April 10, 1979, an International Develop
ment Cooperation Agency, then the Director 
shall consult with the Director of the Inter
national Development Cooperation Agency in 
establishing or modifying, as the case may 
be, such producers and shall submit such 
evaluations to the Director of the Inter
national Development Cooperation Agency for 
submittal to the President and Congress as 
provided for under paragraph ( 1) . 

(b ) Not later than ninety days after the 
close of each preceding fiscal year, the Presi
dent shall submit to the Congress a. com
plete and detailed report of the operations 
of the Institute during such fiscal year, to
gether with a report on the evaluations re
quired by subsection (a) and on proposed 
actions to be taken, if necessary, pursuant 
to consideration of the evaluations. 

(c) The General Accounting Office shall 
undertake a critical evaluation of the Insti
tute to ascertain the effectiveness of its man
agement and programs and shall submit 
such evaluation to the Congress not later 
than sixty days after the close of the fiscal 
year 1988. 

MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

SEc. 212. (a) section 5313 of title 5 of the 
United States Code, relating to level IT of 
the Executive Schedule, is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following: 

(25) Director, Institute for Technological 
Cooperation.". 

(b) Section 5314 of title 5 of the United 
States Code, relating to level III of the 
Executive Schedule, is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following: 

(70) Deputy Director, Institute for Tech
nological Cooperation.". 

(c) Section 5315 of title 5 of the United 
States Code, relating to level IV of the 
Executive Schedule, is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following: 

( 128) Additional officers, Institute for 
Technological Cooperation (2) .". 

(d) The number of positions published 
pursuant to section 531l(b) (1) of title 5 
of the United States Code is hereby increased 
by four. 

TERMINATION OF PROVISIONS 

SEc. 213. The provisions of this title shall 
terminate on September. 30, 1989. 

EFFECTIVE DATE 

SEc. 214. The provisions of this Act and 
the amendments made by such provisions 
shall take effect on October 1, 1979. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, on be
half of Senator JAVITS, I also ask unani
mous consent that the privileges of the 
floor be granted to Jacques Gorlin dur
ing the consideration and voting on S. 
588. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimousconsentthattheorderforthe 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, I rise to 
join my colleague from Idaho, the chair
man of the Foreign Relations Commit
tee, in urging my colleagues to approve 
S. 588, the International Development 
Assistance Act of 1979. The bill repre
sents the culmination of an intensive 
analysis and thorough review of the ad
ministration's fiscal year 1980 foreign 
assistance request by the committee at 
a time when we are all under intense 
pressure to limit budgetary expenditures. 

Foreign assistance is important not 
only for its contribution to economic 
growth in the developing countries but 
also for its direct economic impact on 
the economy of the United States. The 
importance of the developing countries 
to the U.S. economy should not be under
estimated. The recession of 1975 would 
have been far worse had we not been 
able to continue to find markets in the 
developing countries for our exports. At 
present, developing countries purchase 
about 40 percent of our exports and rep
resent the greatest potential for expan
sion of our overseas markets. In addition, 
developing countries already provide the 
United States with more than 25 percent 
of the raw materials we require. Jobs in 
the United States are becoming increas
ingly dependent upon these export mar
kets and upon access to critical raw ma
terials which we import from developing 
countries. Given the rapidly increasing 
trade and financial ties between the 
United States and the developing coun
tries, I urge my colleagues to look at 
this foreign aid bill as a wise investment 
in the continued economic health of the 
United States. 

I have just returned from a visit to the 
Sudan where, as the special envoy of 
the President, I met with President 
Nemeiri. Both in the Sudan and in Mo
rocco, where I had extensive discussions 
with King Hassan, I found a great need 
for the types of economic development 
programs funded under the bilateral de
velopment assistance bill that we are 
considering today. The administration 
has earmarked $30.2 million in economic 
assistance to the Sudan for fiscal year 
1980, double the $15 million figure of 
fiscal year 1979. More than $6.5 million 
is contemplated for Morocco in fiscal 
year 1980. Both these countries not only 
continue to be very important forces 
for moderation in the Middle East but 
face serious developmental problems 
which we can help to alleviate through 
strong bilateral economic assistance 
effort. 

Title I of this bill authorizes appro
priations totaling $1,736,829,000 for fiscal 
year 1980 for bilateral assistance, inter
national disaster assistance programs, 
AID operating expenses, and voluntary 
U.S. contributions to international or
ganizations. This represents a reduction 
of $212 million below the executive 
branch request for fiscal year 1980 and 
$44.1 million below comparable fiscal 
year 1979 authorizations. 

The $1,73"6 million in authorizations 
for bilateral economic assistance repre-: 
sents 20 percent of the total foreign 
assistance authorization levels-bilateral 
and multilateral economic assistance, in
ternational security assistance, and 
Peace Corps-of $8,749 million requested 

in this session of the Congress. The budg
et authority requested for fiscal year 1980 
for foreign economic and financial as
sistance represents .33 percent of our 
total GNP and less than 2 percent-
1.36 percent-of the total budget. The 
cost of such programs even when fully 
funded is small when compared to the 
significant impact that such assistance 
can have on the economies of the recipi
ent countries. 

The committee carefully considered 
the executive branch request for a $202 
million increase for the AID functional 
developmental assistance programs in 
fiscal year 1980. Admittedly, the develop
ing countries could use greater levels of 
foreign assistance-and many countries, 
such as the Sudan and countries in the 
rest of the African continent and Asia, 
are programed to receive greater aid 
in fiscal year 1980-nevertheless, I join 
the chairman of the Foreign Relations 
Committee in recommending to my col
leagues the reductions made by the com
mittee in the administration's request. 
Any increase in the overall foreign aid 
budget at a time when the budgets for 
important domestic programs-espe
cially those helping the urban poor
are being reduced or held to last year's 
levels must be carefully considered and 
thoroughly justified. 

Despite the necessity of a reduction 
in AID authorizations and the responsi
ble manner in which they were made, we 
must recognize that the United States 
must maintain a strong commitment to 
the developing world. In the past, the 
United States has agreed in principle to 
several summits and other international 
fora that sustained and increased aid to 
LDC's is an extremely important element 
for improving relations between the 
North and South. We must insure that 
these commitments are not empty rhet
oric, or we run the risk of losing credi
bility with these economically and 
politically important countries. 

In making a 16.8 percent reduction in 
the executive branch request for the AID 
functional programs, the committee did 
not engage in an indiscriminate broad 
brush cut. In the report accompanying 
the bill, the committee has pinpointed 
specific country programs and projects 
which it recommends to the executive 
branch for cuts. In no way are these 
recommendations legislatively man
dated, and the executive branch has the 
necessary flexibility required to use ef
fectively the resources that we are au
thorizing today. I understand that in 
many of the countries on our indicative 
list the administration plans to continue 
some economic aid. We have provided 
the administration with the flexibility to 
continue these programs if it believes 
that the concerns of the Congress for 
human rights, nuclear nonproliferation, 
and other matters have been safe
guarded and that the programs will meet 
our economic assistance objectives for 
these countries. I hope the administra
tion to make use of this flexibility within 
the overall funding limits set by the 
Congress. 

While the major thrust of title I of 
this bill is generally aimed at the poorest 
countries, many of the so-called middle-
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income countries face serious develop
mental problems, especially among the 
the poorest elements of their population. 
Many of these countries continue tore
quire concessional assistance while 
others have graduated and are able 
to pay for the technical assistance that 
they receive. It is especially critical that 
innovative development cooperation pro
grams be worked out for these countries, 
especially for the countries of Latin 
America and the Caribbean. Once the 
new International Development Co
operation Administration <IDCA) is 
established, extension of development 
programs specifically suited to these 

countries and their ability to pay should 
be one of its primary objectives. 

Furthermore, the U.S. private sector 
should be brought into the development 
process for these middle-income coun
tries through such programs as OPIC. In 
addition, more use should be made of 
AID's reimbursable development pro
grams which help those developing 
countries able to pay for their own de
velopment. I wish to make note of a new 
program which AID has undertaken with 
funds authorized under section 661 of 
the Foreign Assistance Act to promote 
reimbursable development programs 
overseas consistent with the objectives 

of the U.S. foreign assistance program 
and that result in procurement of goods 
and services from the U.S. private sector. 
This program is an important step in the 
promotion of U.S. private sector partici
pation in overseas development activi
ties in friendly countries. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the following table provided 
by AID and describing the approved re
imbursable developing programs by 
country be inserted at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows : 

APPROVED REIMBURSABLE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS BY COUNTRY 

Country and U.S. agency 

Algeria: USGS ____ ______ _______ _ 
Argentina : FHWA _____________ _ _ 
Austral ia: 

FAA ____ ------------ _____ _ 
USCG ------------------- __ 

Bermuda : 
USCG ___________ ----------
USCG ___ ---------------- __ Bolivia: FAA __________________ _ 

Brazil : 
COE __ ------------------ __ 
FAA _----------- __ --------
USGS _________ ---------- __ EPA _____________________ _ 

Canada : 
FAA_ ---------------------
FAA .----------------- __ _ 

Ch ile : 
FAA _----------------- ___ _ USGS _______ ______ _______ _ 

China, Republic of : FAA ________ _ 
Colombia: USCG _______________ _ 
Costa Rica: FAA __________ ------
Dominican Republ ic: AID _______ _ 
Ecuador : USCG _________ --------
Germany : FAA ________________ _ 
Guatemala : AID _______________ _ 
Honduras : COL _______________ _ 
Hong Kontt : USCG _____________ _ 
India: USGS __________________ _ 
Iran: 

DOL/HEW _______ ----------
EPA ____ ---------------- __ 

FAA ____ ------------------

FAA _------------------- __ 
FHWA _______ ------------- _ 
GSA ____ ____ --------------
USDA _____________ __ -- ----
USGS _____ - - ------ _______ _ 

Korea : USVA ____________________ _ 

Ap-
proved Purpose 

Estimated 
value 

1974 Satellite photo interpretation__________ $1 , 116,000 
1969 Highway planning/engineering ________ 608, 420 

1977 Navigation equipment__ ______________ 100, 000 
1977 Search and rescue training __________ _ 620 

1974 Oil spill assistance _________ _____________________ _ 
1979 Coast Guard training_______ __ ________ 4, 000 
1976 Navigation equipment__ ______________ 50, 000 

1975 Waterways project__ _____________ ___ _ 
1973 Air nav i ~ta tional equ ipment_ _________ _ 

8, 400 
150, 000 
200, 000 

55, 000 
1976 Earth science activit ies ______________ _ 
1979 Envi ronmental training ______________ _ 

1973 
1977 
1972 
1976 
1977 
1975 
1976 
1976 
1977 
1977 
1977 
1976 

1975 
1976 

1973 

1975 
1975 
1976 
1975 
1975 

100, 000 
21 , 684 

Calibration/ repair work_____________ 200, 000 
Petroleum exploration consultant_ _____ 4, 422 
Navigational equ ipment_ _____________ 50,000 
Oil spill assistance ______________________________ _ 
ATC tra i n i n~t and equipment__ ________ 200, 000 
Housi n~t assistance __________________ 55, 000 
Oil spill assistance _________________________ _____ _ 
Cathode tubes __________________ ___ 5, 024 
Participant training__________________ 2, 000, 000 
Flood control study reference teams ___ 6, 000 
Aids to navi gation training____________ 940 
Moving boat equ ipment_ _________ ____ 9, 222 

Manpower program development_ ___ _ _ 
Environmental techn:caljeconomic 

studies. 
Air navigation/communication equip-

ment. 

240, 345 

250,000 
100, 000 

Improve air traffic control. ___________ 47, 500, 000 
Highway improvement pro~ram _ _ ___ __ 1, 750, 000 
Civi l defense plan (humamtarian) _ _ ___ 350, 000 
Development of agriculture potentiaL •. 125, 250,000 
Mineral surveys ___________ __________ 287, 000 

1977 Medical assistance/treatment_ ________ __ -------- - -

Country and U.S. agency 

Mala~~~~c - __ ________________ _ 
USGS _____ ---- ______ __ -- __ 

Micronesia (Trust Territory) : IRS_ 
New Zealand : FAA ____________ _ 
~icaragua : 

BuRec . __ ----------- - - ___ _ BuRec ___ ________________ _ 

Nigeria: AID ______________________ _ 
USGS _____________ _______ _ 
BuCen ___ ---- - - - ----------

Norway: USCG ____ ____ ___ _____ _ 
Oman : FAA _________ ____ ____ __ _ 
Pakistan : FAA. _____ ----------_ 
Peru : 

BuRec. _______ ___ ________ _ 
USGS ___________ _______ __ _ 

Ph ilippines : FAA _______ ______ _ _ 
Qatar : AID ______________________ _ 

COE _______ -------- ______ _ 

Saipan (Trust Territory) : IRS ___ _ 
Saudi Arabia: Treasury __ ___ _____ _______ _ 

Treasury _______ -------- __ _ 
Treasury __ ---- -- - -- --- - --_ 
USCG._- - - - -- ____________ _ 
USGS. _----- - - - - - - - - - - - ---FHWA ____ ____ __ ___ ___ ____ _ 

Spa in: FAA _______ ___ ______ ___ _ 
Switzerland : FAA ____ ______ ____ _ 
Trinidad/Tobago : IRS ______ ____ _ 
Tunisia: FAA ________ __ _______ _ 
UAE : AID ___ ________ ____ _______ _ 

BuRec. __ _ ----- --- - -- -----
Customs ___________ __ _____ _ 

Venezuela : AID ________________ ____ __ _ 

Ap-
proved Purpose 

Estimated 
value 

1975 Kuala lumpur flood control__ __ _______ $1, 111,000 
1977 Advisory services to Petronas_ __ __ __ __ 25, 000 
1977 Tax administration advisor services_ ___ 201,000 
1976 Spare parts and equipment_ __________ 200,000 

1976 Assist water resources plan __________ _ 
1977 Tipitapa-Tamarindo project (feasi

bility). 

55, 000 
625, 000 

1977 
1976 
1978 

Nigerian manpower training program __ 50, 000,000 
Geological services for new capitaL___ 200,000 
Installation/training data processing 21 , 717 

systems. 
1977 
1975 
1976 

Goods and services (oil well leakage) ________ ___ __ _ 
Civil aviation safety procedures_ _____ _ 396,640 
Spare parts and technical services._ ___ 200, 000 

1977 Irrigation project technical assistance __ 
1975 Geology investigations _______ __ ______ _ 
1969 Communication/navigation spares __ . __ _ 

1975 Housing assistance ____ ___________ __ _ 
1979 Dredging studies-Ports af Doha and 

Umm Said. 
1977 Tax administration advisory services __ _ 

650, 000 
64,790 
50,000 

105,000 
32,050 

142,000 

1975 Blanketfjoint commission _________ ____ 636,100,000 
1975 Electri fication commodities ____ ------- 57, 600,000 
1977 Highway transportation_______________ 6, 336,086 
1976 Survey of S. A. Coast Guard __ _____ ___________ ___ _ 
1963 Mineral resource survey _-- --------___ 23,000, 000 
1977 Highway/bridge assistance _______ ___________ ___ __ _ 
1977 Airtrafficcontrolsystem__ ______ ____ _ 996,000 
1977 Spare parts___ _______ __ _________ __ __ 35,000 
1968 Tax assistance._ ____________ ____ ____ 141, 335 
1973 Air navigation equipment___ ___ _______ 100,000 

1976 Town planning______________________ 63,000 
1976 Water runoff program _________ _______ 308,000 
1975 Customs assistance ________ ___ _______ 375,330 

Market research Fundaconstruction . __ _ 
COE ____________ ------ ___ _ 1979 Han River development technical 650, 000 

studies. 

DOL ____________ ____ __ ___ _ 1977 
1977 National consumer price indexing 

100, 000 
21,000 

system. 
Kuwait: FHWA ________________ _ 1968 Highway assistance__________________ 264, 000 FAA __ ____ ______________ _ _ 1976 

1975 
1977 
1973 

Air navigation controL ___ _________ __ _ 
Remote sensing materiaL ___________ _ 

799,300 
20,000 

3, 142 
1, 290,000 

USGS _______________ _____ _ libya : USGS __________________ _ 1976 Water resources investigation _________ 5, 000 
Seminar on ground water_ ____ _____ __ _ 

Mr. JAVITS. Section 104 of the bill 
deals with development of indigenous en
ergy resources and is designed to 
strengthen the policy guidelines in en
ergy programs in developing countries. 
This section is intended to indicate that 
oil, gas, and coal development are legiti
mate parts of development programs, as 
is the development of small scale renew
able resources. 

The committee found that the devel
opment of indigenous energy resources 
for commercial purposes may be of sig
nificant value to the economies of the de
veloping nations and has accordingly 
amended section 102 (b ) of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961 to enable expend
iture of funds made available for en
ergy programs related to the analysis 
and development of such resources. In 
its report, the committee has directed 
the administrator of AID to submit a re-

USGS. ________ ___ ------- -_ 
Zaire : BuRec __ __ ~------------ - Hydroelectric project study __ __ ____ __ _ 

port to the committee, no later than 4 
months from date of enacL.ent, assess
ing those forms of data collection and 
analysis and other technical assistance 
most needed to permit energy develop
ment for commercial purposes in devel
oping countries which are net members 
of the Organization of Petroleum Export
ing Countries. 

Section 111 of the bill raises the ceil
ing for the housing guaranty program 
by $375 million. In addition, it permits 
housing guaranty programs in the mid
dle-income countries, which will facili
tate the funding of adequate housing for 
the poor. In addition, $50 million is ear
marked for housing programs in Israel 
and Egypt provided that they meet the 
development criteria presently enumer
ated in section 222 of the Foreign As
sistance Act. Both Israel and Egypt are 
faced with serious h01 . .:~:ng rroblems 

specifically among the poCTest elements 
of their populations; and by providing 
guarantero, resources wo·dd be provided 
for such programs at the least cost to 
the United States. 

The committee has once again in
cluded in the $52 million authorization 
for UNWRA the provision that $9.5 mil
lion will be disbursed only when matched 
by equivalent contributions by OPEC 
members. We found that OPEC re
sponded to a similar provision in last 
year's bill by providing the matching 
funds and should be encouraged by this 
provision to do so again this year. 

I believe that the Institute for Tech
nological Cooperation <ITC) , which 
would be established by title n of the 
bill, provides a great potential for meet
ing in an innovative manner the generic 
development problems faced by the de
veloping countries. The program is de-
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signed to strengthen the capacity of 
people in the LDC's to solve their own 
development problems through scientific 
and technological innovation, to foster 
research on problems of development, 
and to facilitate such scientific and 
technological cooperation between the 
United States and these developing 
countries. Both the Foreign Relations 
Committee and the Governmental Affairs 
Committee have reviewed the adminis
tration's ITC request and have reported 
it favo!lably with amendments of their 
own to the Senate. 

The Foreign Relations Committee has 
sought to strengthen the role of the ad
visory council, which, as proposed by the 
administration, would not have brought 
the council into the mainstream of the 
operations and policymaking of the In
stitute. This would have defeated the 
Institute's original intent. The commit
tee has strengthened the role of· the ad
visory council by requiring the director 
to consider the recommendations of the 
council before approving or disapproving 
any new programs or initiatives. The 
additional language proposed by the 
committee is intended to provide the 
council, which includes representatives 
of developing countries, with a substan
tial role in the Institute. The provision 
is also intended to require the director 
to solicit the views of the council on any 
transfers of projects or programs from 
other agencies particularly the transfer 
of centrally funded projects from AID. 
The provision provides adequate flexi
bility for the director while strengthen
ing the role of the council. 
. In conclusion, Mr. President, the bill 
before us represents a workable com
promise between the foreign policy re
quirements of the United States and the 
budgetary realities that we are facing 
today. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, there 
does not seem to be an overwhelming 
urge on the part of Senators to plunge 
into the debate on this bill. I think that 
Senators who may be interested in of
fering amendments will do so tomorrow. 
Since the opening statements on the bill 
have been completed, I think that we 
are now prepared to recess. 

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that there now 
be a period for the transaction of routine 
morning business and that Senators may 
speak therein up to 5 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Is there morning business? 

HUMAN RIGHTS IN LITHUANIA 
Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, 40 years ago 

this October, after the outbreak of World 
War II, the Soviet Union obtained the 
right to station troops in Lithuania. In 
June, 1940, 39 years ago this week the 
Soviet Government used this milltary 
alliance to demand that Lithuania form 
a government acceptable to Moscow. At 
the same time, Soviet forces entered 
Lithuania and began to harass her citi
zens. 

Since then, Communist propaganda 
claims great accomplishments for Lith
uania. However, those who have been 
able to escape report a lack of freedom 
and the imposition of totalitarian 
methods which exist throughout the 
Communist world. 

That the Soviets have caused Lithua
nians to suffer because of their national 
and religious beliefs has been demon
strated no better than during Pope John 
Paul II's visit this month to neighboring 
Poland. Lithuanian clergy were report
edly forbidden to go to Poland during 
the Pope's visit. The government refused 
to allow coverage of the Pope's addresses, 
which advocated respect for human 
rights. 

Nonetheless, the Pope sparked an un
controllable outburst of emotion in 
Lithuania and all of Eastern Europe. Be
cause of beamed radio coverage provided 
by Radio Free Europe, the BBC, and the 
Voice of America, he was able to talk 
directly to the other Communist nations. 
The Pope proclaimed: 

He (the Pope) comes here to speak before 
the whole church, before Europe and the 
world, of those often forgotten nations and 
peoples. He comes here to cry "with a loud 
voice." He comes here to embrace all these 
peoples, together with his own nation. • • • 
These languages cannot fall to be heard, 
especially by the first Slav Pope in the his
tory of the church. 

Mr. President, two Lithuanians, Vik
toras Petkus and Balys Gajauska, are 
prominent among "forgotten peoples" 
mentioned by Pope John Paul. Last year, 
when I brought their plights to the at
tention of this Chamber, they each had 
been sentenced to 10 years of imprison
ment followed by 5 years of exile for 
organizing against Soviet oppression. 

·This year they were both nominated for 
the Nobel Peace Prize, but their condi
tions only are getting worse. Viktoras 
Petkus has no family to plead his case, 
and Balys Gajaukus is in poor health. 
Unless their release and freedom can be 
secured by the Western World, both men 
will likely spend the rest of their lives in 
their cells. 

There are thousands more "prisoners 
of conscience" like Petkus and Gajaukus 
rotting in Soviet concentration camps, 
but few of these names ever reach the 
West; their voices are rarely heard. Yet 
we who are free need not remain silent. 
The United States has always had a deep 
concern for human rights. The same 
rights denied to Lithuanians-to wor
ship freedom, freedom of speech, and 
freedom of thought-are cherished reali
ties in our land. And we offer hope to all 
who seek to realize the rights and dignity 
of man. 

Therefore, Mr. President, we must 
speak out "with a loud voice" against 
violations of human rights, as the Pope 
did in Poland. President Carter must 
make it clear to the Soviet Union that 
America stands fully behind its policy 
on human rights, specifically by demand
ing the release of Petkus and Gajaukus 
and the other brave men and women be
ing persecuted by the Soviet Union. If we 
do nothing about denials of human rights 
abroad, we are denying the basic prin
ciples on which this country was 
founded. Thus, if on this anniversary of 

the Soviet appropriation of Lithuania 
we wish to encourage the spread of free
dom, then primary reliance must be on 
the force of our own example. 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 10:40 a.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives delivered by 
Mr. Berry, one of its reading clerks, an
nounced that the House agrees to the 
amendment of the Senate to the amend
ment of the House numbered 1 to the 
bill (S. 869) to amend section 207 of 
title 18, United States Code; and that 
the House recedes from its amendment 
numbered 2 to the bill. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

At 12: 17 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives delivered by 
Mr. Gregory, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the Speaker has signed 
the following enrolled bills: 

H.R . 3577. An act to amend section 8 of the 
National Advisory Committee on Oceans and 
Atmosphere Act of 1977 to authorize appro
priations to carry out the provisions of such 
act for fiscal year 1980, and for other pur
poses; and 

H.R. 3879. An act to authorize additional 
appropriations for the Temporary Commis
sion on Financial Oversight of the District 
of Columbia, and for other purposes. 

The enrolled bills were subsequently 
signed by the President pro tempore <Mr. 
MAGNUSON). 

COMMUNICATIONS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be

fore the Senate the following com
munications, together with accompany
ing reports, documents, and papers, 
which were referred as indicated: 

EG-1611. A communi~ation from the Sec
retary of Agriculture, transmitting, for the 
information of the Senate, corrections in the 
Department's May 21, 1979, food stamp bill 
submission; to the Committee on Agricul
ture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC-1612. A communication from the As
sistant Attorney General, Antitrust Divi
sion, Department of Justice, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a report of the results of 
a study of the various agreements between 
Government and private industry that have 
been developed under the terms of the De
fense Production Act of 1950, as amended; 
to the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

EC-1613. A communication from the 
Comptroller General of the United States, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report en
titled "Factors Inftuencing the Size of the 
@ .-Strategic Petroleum Reserve," June 15, 
1979; to the Committee on Energy and Natu
ral Resources. 

EC-1614. A communication from the 
Comptroller General of the United States, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report en
titled "Policy Needed to Guide Natural Gas 
Regulation on Federal Lands," June 15, 1979; 
to the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources. 

EC-1615 . A communication from the 
Comptroller General of the United States, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report en
titled "Natural Gas Reserves Estimates: A 
Good Federal Program Emerging, But Prob
lems and Duplications Persist," June 15, 
1979; to the Committee on Energy and Natu
ral Resources. 

EC- 1616. A communication from the 
Comptroller General of the United States, 



15226 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE June 18, 1979 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report en
titled "Water Supply for Urban Areas: Prob
lems in Meeting Future Demand," June 15, 
1979; to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

EC-1617. A communication from the 
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
to make improvements in the Medicare and 
Medicaid programs; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

EC-1618. A communication from the Act
ing Administration, General Services Admin
istration, transmitting, pursuant to law, a 
report of recommendations on the Federal 
Council on the Aging report to the President 
in January 1978 entitled "Annual Report to 
the President-1977"; to the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1619. A communication from the 
Comptroller General of the United States, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report en
titled "Examination of Financial Statements 
of the Inter-American Foundation for Fiscal 
Years Ended September 30, 1978 and 1977," 
June 14, 1979; to the Committee on Govern
mental Affairs. 

EC-1620. A communication from the Act
ing Administrator, General Services Admin
istration, transmitting, pursuant to law, a 
report on Records Management Activities in 
Fiscal Year 1978; to the Committee on Gov
renmental Affairs. 

EC-1621. A communication from the Sec
retary of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report en
titled "The Status of Handicapped Children 
in Head Start Programs," February 1979; to 
the Committee on ~abor and Human Re
sources. 

PETITIONS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before 
the Senate the following petitions and 
memorials, which were referred as in
dicated: 

POM-296. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Legislature of the State of Texas; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary: 

"SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 29 
"Whereas, In the McCarran-Ferguson Act 

enacted in 1945 (15 U.S.C. Section 1011-1015), 
Congress determined "that the continued 
regulation and taxation by the several States 
of the business of insurance is in the public 
interest": and 

"Whereas, Federal government official:; have 
publicly, although unofficially, recommended 
amending the McCarran-Ferguson Act to 
limit state regulation of the insurance in
dustry; and 

"Whereas, It is becoming increasingly clear 
the establishment of federal regulation is 
not a panacea but increases the cost of gov
ernment, adds confusion and delay, and 
often increases the cost of products and 
services without providing any offsetting 
benefits to the consumer; and 

"Whereas, It is often necessary, subject to 
state regulations, to combine the resources 
of several insurance companies in order to 
provide effective insurance coverage in an 
efficient manner at a reasonable cost and to 
provote innovation whereby new products 
and services are made available; and 

"Whereas, There has been no evdience that 
individual states cannot continue to effec
tively regulate the insurance industry or that 
federal regulation of the industry and appli
cation of federal antitrust laws will have a. 
favorable effect upon the insurance industry 
or benefit the public; now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the Senate of the State of 
Texas, the House of Representatives concur
ring. That the 66th Legislature hereby 
memorialize the Congress of the United 

States to reject any legislation amending the 
McCarran-Ferguson Act (15 U.S.C. Sections 
1011-1015) which would limit state regula
tion or increase federal regulation of the 
business of insurance; and, be it further 

"Resolved, That official copies of thls reso
lution be prepared and forwarded to the 
President of the United States, to the Presi
dent of the Senate and the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives of the United 
States Congress, and to all members of the 
Texas delegation to the Congress with the 
request that this resolution be officially 
entered in the Congressional Record as a 
memorial to the Congress of the United 
States of America." 

POM-297. A resolution adopted by the Leg
islature of the State of Pennsylvania; to the 
Committee on Armed Services: 

''RESOLUTION 

"Whereas, On November 1, 1942, while 
heroically resisting a determined enemy on
slaught near the Matanika.u River on Guadal
canal, United States Marine Corps Corporal 
Anthony Casamento was seriously and grievi
ously wounded by 14 bullets and innumer
able grenade fragments; and 

"Whereas, Anthony Casamento's single
handed action prevented his position from 
being overrun, protected his wounded com
rades from a murderous bayonet slaughter, 
and kept the enemy forces from gaining a 
commanding ridge position from which to 
unleash a withering fire on the rest of the 
battalion; and 

"Whereas, By any reasonable standard, 
such valiant efforts would more than qualify 
Anthony Casamento for the Medal of Honor; 
and 

"Whereas, In 1965 the Board of Decorations 
and Medals of the Department of the Navy 
recognized the heroism of Anthony Casa
mento and unanimously recommended that 
he receive the Medal of Honor; and 

"Whereas, In spite of this recommendation 
by the Board, the testimony of eyewitnesses 
and the obvious merit and justification of 
awarding the Medal of Honor to Anthony 
Casamento, the Department of the Navy has 
inexplicably refused to give its necessary en
dorsement to such award; and 

"Whereas, Members of the House of Rep
resentatives, the United States Senate, 
countless veterans from the Armed Forces of 
the United States, and many concerned 
American citizens are requesting that this 
matter be reopened and consideration again 
be given to awarding Anthony Casamento 
the Medal of Honor; and 

"Whereas, This effort is being spearheaded 
in Pennsylvania by the Order of Sons of Italy 
Lodge 1776, in Morristown, which has 
brought this matter to the attention of the 
General Assembly of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania; and 

"Whereas, The General Assembly of the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania wishes to 
add its collective voice to those already raised 
in requesting that the case of Anthony Casa
mento be reopened and consideration again 
be given to awarding him the Medal of 
Honor; therefore be it 

"Resolved, (the House of Representatives 
concurring), That the General Assembly of 
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania does 
hereby memorialize the President of the 
United States and the Congress of the United 
States to do everything within their power 
to have the case of Anthony Casamento re
examined and that serious consideration be 
made on awarding him the Medal of Honor; 
and be it further 

"Resolved, That duly authenticated copies 
of this resolution be forwarded to the Presi
dent of the United States, the Vice President 
of the United States, the President pro tem
pore of the United States Senate, the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives, the Chair-

man of the House of Representative Com
Ini ttee on Armed Forces, the Chairman of the 
Senate Committee on Armed Forces, each 
member of Congress elected from the Com
monwealth of Pennsylvania, the Order of 
Sons of Italy Lodge, No. 1776, Morristown, 
Pennsylvania, and Anthony Casamento." 

POM-298. A resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the Territory of Guam; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary: 

"REsoLUTION No. 8 
"Whereas, the territory of Guam has been 

represented in the United States Congress by 
a non-voting member of the House of Repre
sentatives; and 

"Whereas, the District of Columbia, the 
Virgin Islands of the United States and the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico are 
represented by a non-voting member and 
a non-voting Resident Commissioner re
spectively; and 

"Whereas, each of the several states of 
the United States is represented by at least 
one voting member to the House of Repre
sentatives; and 

"Whereas, Article I, Section 2 of the United 
States Constitution effectively provides that 
only states of the United States shall have 
voting representatives in Congress; and 

"Whereas, pursuant to Article V of the 
United States Constitution, the Congress 
could propose an amendment to the Consti
tution allowing for voting rights in the 
House of Representatives for the off-shore 
territories; now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved, that the Fifteenth Guam Legis
lature respectfully requests the United States 
Congress to propose a Constitutional amend
ment which would allow the off-shore terri
tories of the United States voting repre
sentation in the House of Representatives; 
and be it further 

"Resolved, that the Speaker certify to and 
the Legislative Secretary attest the adoption 
hereof and that copies of the same be 
thereafter transmitted to the Speaker, House 
of Representatives; to the Vice President of 
the United States; to tthe President Pro 
Tempore of the Senate; to Representative 
A. B. Won Pat and to the Governor of Guam." 

POM-299. A resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the Territory of Guam; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary: 

"RESOLUTION No. 9 
"Whereas, the Twelfth and Twenty-Third 

Amendments to the United States Constitu
tion effectively limit the right to vote for 
President of the United States to citizens 
of the United States living in the several 
Etates and the District of Columbia; and 

"Whereas, pursuant to Article V of the 
United States Constitution the Congress can, 
when two-thirds of its members deem it 
necessary, propose amendments to the Con
stitution of the United States; and 

"Whereas, only by means of a Constitu
tional amendment could the citizens of the 
United States residing in the several terri
tories be perinitted to vote in the United 
States Presidential elections; and 

"Wherees, citizens residing in the terri
tories ought to be accorded the same elective 
franchise as citizens residing in other parts 
of the United States; and 

"Whereas, a Constitutional amendment 
allowing said citizens residing in territories 
to vote in United States Presidential elec
tions would remove a manifest inequity 
from the great American political system; 
now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved, that the Fifteenth Guam Legis
lature respectfully requests the United 
States Congress to propose an amendment to 
the United States Constitution which would 
permit the United States citizen who is a 
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resident of one of the territories to vote in 
Presidential elections; and be it further 

"Resolved, that the Speaker ceTtify to and 
the Legislative Secretary attest to the adop
tion hereof and that copies of the same be 
thereafter transmitted to the Speaker, House 
of Representatives; to the Vice President of 
the United States; to the President Pro 
Tempore of the Senate; to each state and 
territorial legislature; to the American Civil 
Liberties Union; to the National Legislative 
Conference; to the American Bar Associa
tion; to the Federal Bar Association; to 
Representative Antonio B. Won Pat; and to 
the Governor of Guam." 

POM-300. A joint resolution adopted by 
the Legislature of the State of North Caro
lina; to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works: 

"HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 1477 
"Whereas, lthe Federal Clean Air Act of 1970 

established mandatory autcmobile emi':lsion 
standards and time schedules for their im
plementation by automobile manufacturers; 
and 

"Whereas, in response to the stringent 
emission control requirements of the Clean 
Air Act, automobile manufacturers have in
stalled catalytic converters to reduce harm
ful pollutants on most cars built after 1974; 
and 

"Whereas, catalytic converters are muf
fler-type devices intended to chemically al
ter harmful·carbon monoxide, hydrocrabons, 
and nitrcus oxides in automobile exhausts 
into harmless emissions; and 

"Whereas, while the catalytic converters 
have enabled automobile manufacturers to 
comply with the mandates of the Clean Air 
Act, a serious question has arisen as to 
whether these devices are in the best inter
ests of the nation's drivers and the general 
public as well; and 

"Whereas, for example, the installation of 
catalytic converters on new vehicles reported
ly increases the initial selling price of ve
hicles so equipped by an estimated average 
cost of uu to four hundred dollars ($400.00) 
per vehicle; and 

"Whereas, in addition, it is an established 
fact that minimal amounts of lead, a com
mon ingredient in regular and premium 
gasolines, will seriously impair, 1f not total
ly negate the intended cleaning function of 
the catalytic converters; and 

"Whereas, as a result, vehicles fiitted with 
catalytic converters must, out of practical 
necessity, use only unleaded gasoline to as
sure the effective functioning of the emis
sion control systems and to contain the 
emission of harmful pollutants within ac
ceptable limits; and 

"Whereas, unleaded gasoline is more ex
pensive than conventional gasolines be
because of the extra costs associated with 
the production of unleaded gasoline; and 

"Whereas, efforts of the federal govern
ment to assure adequate supplies of unlead
ed gasoline have not been entirely successful 
due in large part 1to circumstances of an in
ternational nature beyond the control of 
the federal government with the resultant 
shortage of unleaded fuel in several regions 
of the United States; and 

"Whereas, experience has demonstrated 
that frequent repairs and engine service 
work are required for vehicles equipped with 
catalytic converters to assure maximum 
fuel efficiency and effective functioning of 
the emission control system with the result
ant obvious additional costs which must be 
borne by owners of such vehicles· and 

"Whereas, informed sources point to the 
additional cost of manufacturing unleaded 
gasoline coupled with the expected increase 
in price when and 1f gasoline is deregulated· 
and ' 

"Whereas, the cost of replacing a defective 
catalytic converter with a new one is up
wards of three hundred dollars ($300.00) per 
installation; and 

"Whereas, effective alternative technolo
gies have been developed to reduce the emis
sion of harmful pollutants; and 

"Whereas, the questionable effectiveness, 
fuel efficiency, high repair and maintenance 
cost, and other problems associated with the 
catalytic converter give rise to the firm con
viction that the elimination of the catalytic 
converter and its replacement with alternate 
technologies may better serve the intended 
purposes of the catalytic converter is a mat
ter of compelling national interest; 

"Now, therefore, be it resolved by the 
House of Representatives, the Senate con
curring: 

"Section 1. That the President of the 
United States, the United States Congress, 
the Department of Energy, the Department 
of Transportation, the Environmental Pro
tection Agency, and all other State Legisla
tures are respectfully urged to join in a 
concerted national effort to do away with the 
reliance on the use of catalytic converters 
in view of the concerns expressed in this 
resolution. 

"Sec. 2. Upon ratification, copies of this 
resolution shall be sent to the Clerk of the 
United States House of Representatives, the 
Secretary of the United States Senate, and 
the President of the United States. 

"Sec. 3. This resolution is effective upon 
ratification. 

"In the General Assembly read three times 
and ratified, this the 8th day of June, 1979." 

POM-301. A joint resolution adopted by 
the Legislature of the State of Iowa; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary: 

"SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 1 
"Whereas, with each passing year this na

tion becomes more deeply in debt as its ex
penditures grossly and repeatedly exceed 
available revenues, so that the public debt 
now exceeds hundreds of billions of dollars; 
and 

"Whereas, the annual federal budget con
tinually demonstrates an unwillingness or 
inability of both the legislative and execu
tiv·e branches of the federal government to 
curtail spending to conform to available rev
enues; and 

"Whereas, unified budgets do not refiect 
actual spending because of the exclusion of 
special outlays which are not included in the 
budget nor subject to the legal public debt 
limit; and 

"Whereas, knowledgeable planning, fiscal 
prudence, and plain good sense require that 
the budget refiect all federal spending and be 
in balance; and 

"Whereas, believing that fiscal irresponsi
bility at the federal level, with the infiation 
which results from this policy, is one of the 
greatest threats which faces our nation, we 
firmly believe that constitutional restraint 
is necessary to bring the fiscal discipline 
needed to restore financial responsibility; 
and 

"Whereas, under Article five (V) of the 
Constitution of the United States, amend
ments to the federal Constitution may be 
proposed by the congress whenever two
thirds of both houses deem it necessary, or 
on the alJnlic':l.tion of t.he le~islat.ur.es of tuo
thirds of the several states the congress shall 
call a constitutional convention for the pur
uose of proposing amendments which shall 
be valid to all intents and purposes when 
ratified bv three-fourths of the several states. 
and we believe such action is vital; Now 
therefore, 

"Be it resolved by the General Assembly 
of the State of Iowa: 

"Section 1. The Iowa general assembly pro
poses to the congress of the United States 

that procedures be instituted in the congress 
to r.·ropose and submit to the several states 
before July 1, 1980, an amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States requiring 
that the federal budget be balanced in the 
absence of a national emergency. 

"Sec. 2. Alternatively, effective July 1, 1980, 
if the Congress cf the United States has not 
proposed and submitted to the several states 
an amendment as provided in section one 
( 1) of this resolution, the Iowa general as
sembly respectfully makes application to and 
petitiom; the congress of the United States 
to call a conventiQn for the specific and ex
clusive purpose of proposing an amendment 
to the Constitution of the United States to 
require a balanced federal budget and to 
make certain exceptions with respect thereto. 

"Sec. 3. Effective July 1, 1980, this applica
tion by the Iowa general assembly constitutes 
e continuing application in accordance with 
Article five (V) of the Constitution of the 
United States until the legislatures of at 
least two-thirds of the several states have 
made similar applications pursuant to 
Article five (V), but if the congress proposes 
an amendment to the Constitution identical 
in subject matter to that contained in this 
resolution, or if before July 1, 1980, the gen
eral assembly repeals this application to call 
r.. constitutional convention, then this appli_
cation and petition for a constitutional con
vention shall no longer be of any force or 
effect. 

"Sec. 4. This application and petition shall 
be deemed null and void, rescinded, and of 
no effect in the event that such convention 
not be limited to such specific and exclusive 
purpose. 

"Sec. 5. The Iowa general assembly also 
proposes that the legislatures of each of the 
several states comprising the United States 
apply to the congress requesting the enact
ment of an appropriate amendment to the 
federal Constitution, or requiring the con
gress to call a constitutional convention for 
proposing such an amendment to the federal 
Constitution if the Congress of the United 
States has not proposed and submitted to the 
several states an amendment as provided in 
section one (1) of this resolution before July 
1, 1980. 

"Sec. 6. The secretary of state of Iowa is 
directed to send copies of this resolution to 
the secretary of state and presiding officers 
of both houses of the legislatures of each of 
the several states in the union, the speaker 
and the clerk of the United States house of 
representatives, the president and the secre
tary of the United States senate, and each 
member of the Iowa congressional delega
tion." 

POM-302. A petition from a private clti-
7en, relating to SALT II; to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 

RE?ORTS OF t;OMMTTTEES SUB
MI'ITED DURING THE RECESS 

Pursuant to the authority of the order 
of June 14, 1979, the following reports 
of committees were submitted on June 
15, 1979: 

By Mr. NELSON, from the Select Commit
tee on Small Business: 

Special report relatin~ to Section 392(b) 
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 
(Rept. No. 96-222). 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

Mr. STENNIS, from .the committee of con
ference, submitted a report on the disagree
ing votes of the two Houses on the amend-
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ments of the House to the blll (S. 429) to 
authorize appropriations for fiscal year 1979, 
in addition to amounts previously author
ized for procurement of aircraft, missile:;, 
naval vessels, and other weapons, and for 
research, development, test, and evaluation 
for the Armed Forces, and for other pur
poses (Rept, No. 96-223) . 

By Mr. MAGNUSON, from the Committee 
on Appropriations, with amendments : 

H .R. 4289. A bill making supplemental ap
propriations for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1979, and for other purposes 
(Rept. No. 96-224). 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMIT
TEES SUBMITTED DURING THE 
RECESS 

Pursuant to the authority of the order 
of June 14, 1979, the following executive 
reports of committees were submitted on 
June 15, 1979: 

By Mr. CHURCH, from the Committee on 
Foreign Relations: 

Ex. J (96th Congress, 1st Session), Estate 
and Gift Tax Treaty with the French Re
public (Ex. Rept. No. 96-3). 

Ex. K (96th Congress, 1st Session), Pro
tocol to the Income Tax Convention with 
the French Republic (Ex. Rept . No. 96-4) . 

Ex. Q (96th Congress, 1st Session) , Third 
Protocol to the 1975 Tax Convention with 
the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland, as amended (Ex. Rept. 
No. 96-5). 

Ex. R (96th Congress, 1st Session), Estate 
and Gift Tax Treaty with the United King
dom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland 
(Ex. Rept. No. 96-6) . 

Ex. P (94th Congress, 2nd Session), Tax 
Convention with the Republic of Korea (Ex. 
Rept. No. 96-7). 

Ex. X (96th Congress, 1st Session), Tax 
Convention with the Hungarian People's 
Republic (Ex. Rept. No. 96--8). 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first and 
second time by unanimous consent, and 
referred as indicated: 

By Mr. PROXMIRE (for himself and 
Mr. HELMS): 

S. 1353. A bill to limit the acquisition and 
use of motor vehicles; to the Committee on 
Governmental A1fairs. 

By Mr. DOLE (for himself, Mr. COHEN, 
Mr. MCGOVERN, and Mr. PROXMIRE): 

S. 1354. A bill to require the President to 
submit a report on the manpower needs of 
the Armed Forces; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

By Mr. BAUCUS: 
S. 1355. A bill for the relief of Ernest C. 

Brace; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
S. 1356. A bill for the relief of Ernest C. 

Brace; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. CRANSTON (for himself and 

Mr. HAYAKAWA) : 
S. 1357. A bill to provide for a cooperative 

agreement between the Secretary of the In
terior and the State of California to improve 
and manage the Suisun Marsh in California; 
to the Committee on Environment and Pub
lic Works. 

By Mr. HUDDLESTON: 
S. 1358. A b111 to provide that major sta

tionary sources complying with all applic:~.
ble emission limitations and standards o! 
performance established pursuant to the 
Clean Air Act shall not be subject to any 
more stringent limitations or standards for 

a period of ten years; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

By Mr. THURMOND: 
S. 1359. A bill to permit the surviving 

spouse and unmarried children of a person 
interred in a cemetery located on a military 
installation to be interred in such cemetery; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. DOMENICI: 
S. 1360. A bill to amend the Atomic Energy 

Act of 1954, as amended, to authorize and 
direct the Secretary of Energy to enter into 
formal arrangements with a State to provide 
for State concurrence in the planning, siting, 
development, construction and operation of 
specified radioactive waste storage and dis
posal fac1lities, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

By Mr. CRANSTON (for himself and 
Mr. HAYAKAWA): 

S. 1361. A blll to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to engage in feasib1lity stud
ies of the enlargement of Shasta Dam and 
Reservoir, Central Valley project, California, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. THURMOND: 
s. 1362. A b111 to amend title 18, United 

States Code, with respect to exemption of cer
tain fireworks from registration, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. JACKSON (by request): 
S. 1363. A blll to provide certain author

ities for the Department of Energy; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. TALMADGE (for himself, Mr. 
NUNN, Mr. SASSER, Mr. STEWART, and 
Mr. THURMOND) : 

S. 1364. A blll to amend the Federal Prop
erty and Administrative Services Act of 1949 
to permit State and county extension serv
ices, and any State agricultural experiment 
station, to obtain excess property from the 
United States; to the Committee on Govern
mental Affairs. 

By Mr. INOUYE: 
S. 1365. A b111 to direct the Secretary of the 

department in which the United States Coast 
Guard is operating to cause the vessel In
dependence to be documented as a vessel of 
the United States so as to be entitled to en
gage in the coastwise trade; to the Commit
tee on Commerce, Science, and Transporta
tion. 

S. 1366. A bill for the relief of Gregory 
Ernest Pritchard; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. McGOVERN (for himself, Mr. 
MELCHER, Mr. YOUNG, Mr. PRYOR, Mr. 
BOREN, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. STEWART, 
and Mr. DoLE): 

S. 1367. A bill to amend the Agricultural 
Act of 1949 to extend the applicability of the 
prevented planting and disaster provisions of 
such Act to the 1.980 and 1981 crops of rice, 
cotton, feed grains, and wheat; to the Com
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Fores
try. 

By Mr. ZORINSKY: 
S . 1368. A b111 to permit the importation 

of a leopard skin; to the Committee on Fi
nance. 

By Mr. HATFIELD: 
S. 1369. A bill to designate certain Na

tional Forest System lands in the State o! 
Oregon for inclusion in the National Wilder
ness Preservation System; to the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. SARBANES (for himself and 
Mr. MATHIAS) : 

S. 1370. A blll to amend the Railroad Re
tirement Act of 1974 to provide that a cur
rent connection with the railroad industry 
is not lost by reason of certain employment 
with the Department of Energy; to the Com
mittee on Labor and Human Resources. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. PROXMIRE (for himself 
and Mr. HELMS) : 

S. 1353. A bill to limit the acquisition 
and use of motor vehicles; to the Com
mittee on Governmental Atfairs. 

(The remarks of Mr. PRoxMIRE when 
he introduced the bill appear elsewhere 
in today's proceedings.) 

By Mr. DOLE (for himself, Mr. 
COHEN, Mr. McGOVERN, and Mr. 
PROXMIRE): 

S. 1354. A bill to require the President 
to submit a · report on the manpower 
needs of the Armed Forces; to the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 

REGISTRATION FOR THE DRAFT 
e Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I am pleased 
to be joined today by Senators CoHEN, 
McGOVERN, and PROXMIRE, in introducing 
a bill that would direct the President to 
conduct a comprehensive study on the 
current capability of the Armed Forces 
of the United States to meet the equip
ment, clothing, living quarters and train
ing personnel needed in the event of a 
total or partial mobilization. It would 
also provide an assessment of the ability 
of the Selective Service System to meet 
the military manpower requirements of 
the United States in the event of ana
tional emergency; recommendations for 
legislation, as the President may deem 
necessary in providing an etfective and 
equitable military mobilization capabil
ity. 

The President would be required to 
submit the results of this study together 
with his recommendations for needed 
legislation to the Committees on Armed 
Services of the Senate and the House of 
Representatives no later than 120 days 
after the date of enactment of this act. 

CONTRADICTIONS ON OUR MOBILIZATION 
CAPABILITY 

Mr. President, in recent months we 
have heard much about the problems we 
face related to our inadequate military 
manpower levels. We have heard from 
both House and Senate Armed Services 
Committees that our Nation's mobiliza
tion capability is woefully inadequate. 
We are told that if we went to war to
morrow, it would take 110 days before 
the first inductee or draftee reported for 
the first day's basic training. Yet, when 
we hear from the Director of the Selec
tive Service System, Mr. Robert E. 
Shuck, we learn that the System can, 
given the appropriate funds, deliver in
ductees within 30 days. 

We are told that the Secretary of the 
Army is in favor of some form of regis
tration, the Joint Chiefs unanimously in 
favor of it, while the Secretary of De
fense opposes it. Ironically, it seems we 
have heard everyone's opinion on this 
issue, as confusing and conflicting as ft 
may be, except the President's. 
WHERE IS THE PRESIDENT WHEN WE NEED HIM? 

Mr. President, the President of the 
United States now has the authority, as 
well as the responsibility, to commence 
registration, subsequent classification, 
and the eventual draft. To date he has 
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not done this, he has not so much as 
even commented on the issue. 

The President of the United States, 
who also serves as the Commander in 
Chief of the Armed Forces of the United 
States, has not found the issue of d~aft 
registration of enough urgency or Im
portance as others have, to warrant his 
comments and/or recommendations. 
Yet, Mr. President, we are being asked 
to accept the fact that this country is at 
the brink of war and that the only way 
to address this perceivable danger is to 
commence what could eventually end up 
as a peacetime draft. Regardless of 
whether we need to commence draft 
registration or not, the President of the 
United States must face up to his re
sponsibilities in this matter by offering 
to the American people, his administra
tion, and the Congress, direction and 
leadership and, most importantly, pro
viding clear and adequate information 
on whether or not we need to reinstate 
the registration of our young people for 
the military draft. 
IMPROVEMENTS IN THE SELECTIVE SERVICE 

SYSTEM OR REGISTRATION FOR THE DRAFT? 

Mr. President, there is very little doubt 
in my mind that we face serious prob-
lems because of our less than adequate 
manpower levels in our armed services. 
Members of this body have long been 
aware of these and related problems, that 
is why over the past several years I, along 
with many of my colleagues, have fought 
the proposed cutbacks in military man
power, such as the Naval Reserve. We 
have fought the proposed cutbacks of 
military benefits, and, in general, have 
opposed the kinds of cutbacks that are 
primarily responsible for the problems we 
are now experiencing in recruitment and 
retention of young people in our armed 
services. 

Last year during the consideration of 
the fiscal year 1979 HUD-independent 
agencies appropriation bill, I offered an 
amendment that would have increased 
funding for the Selective Service System. 
This increase would have enabled the 
System to provide adequate manpower 
in the time of a national emergency. 
Even though the Senate has offered this 
amendment as a means to address our 
mobilization problems, the amendment 
was, unfortunately, eliminated in con
ference. 

Mr. President, I am still inclined to be
lieve that the best way to address our 
manpower and mobilization needs is to 
improve the readiness capability of the 
Selective Service System to deliver in
ductees as soon as possible. 

We have recently heard the Director 
of the Selective Service System state that 
"the preliminary findings" of a test of 
computers to register young people who 
had previously not signed up "indicate 
that such a system is quite feasible for 
accomplishing the input of registrant 
data quickly and efficiently in an emer
gency situation as well as during con
tinuous registration." The Director has 
further stated that if the $9.8 million 
requested for fiscal year 1980 is approved 
by Congress, the System would be able 
to process draftees and into training 
camps within 30 days. 

LET'S NOT PUSH THE PANIC BUTTON 

Mr. President, the obvious truth is that 
the use of conscription is contrary to the 
entire past history of this country. It 
has no place in our system, except as a 
temporary expedient, that is, in time of 
war. 

There is a basic and fundamental rea
son for this practice. In a free society the 
highest importance is placed on human 
freedom. And what greater freedom is 
there than the right of each individual 
to lead his own life, in the way he may 
choose, and free of dictate by the Cen
tral Government. 

When a law is used to tell a person 
how he shall spend several years of his 
life and where he shall live it, this 
con'stitutes a grave oppression against 
his liberty. This is why I believe our Na
tion has traditionally rejected a stand
ing policy of compulsory military serv
ice. As we address this very serious issue 
in the days and weeks ahead, we should 
call to mind the words of the late Sen
ator Robert A. Taft, Sr., "the draft is 
far more typical of totalitarian nations 
than of democratic nations. The theory 
behind it leads directly to totalitarian
ism. It is absolutely opposed to the prin
ciples of individual liberty which have 
always been considered a part of Ameri
can democracy . . . the principle of a 
compulsory draft is basically wrong." 

Mr. President, I do not want to return 
to mandatory registration, classification, 
and eventual draft, if we don't absolutely 
need it. I, for one, due to confusing and 
conflicting information on this issue, 
have found it very difficult to make a 
determination on the need to reinstate 
draft registration. 

Mr. President, the report required in 
this bill may provide the kind of facts 
that prove the immediate need of rein
stituting the draft registration as pro
posed by Senator NuNN and others. We 
must be prepared to accept those facts 
as well as those that may prove we have 
no need for such drastic measures.• 

By Mr. CRANSTON (for himself 
and Mr. HAYAKAWA) : 

S. 1357. A bill to provide for a cooper
ative agreement between the Secretary 
of the Interior and the State of Cali
fornia to improve and manage the Suisun 
Marsh in California; to the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works. 
e Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I in
troduce for appropriate reference a bill 
to provide for a cooperative agreement 
between the Secretary of the Interior 
and the State of California to improve 
and manage the Suisun Marsh in Cali
fornia. This legislation is identical to 
H.R. 4084 introduced in the House by 
Congressman VIc FAZIO and 20 other 
members of the California delegation. 

The Suisun Marsh comprises 55,000 
acres in the Sacramento-San Joaquin 
Delta estuarine system. It is the largest 
remaining brackish water wetland in 
California, and a significant wintering 
ground for migratory waterfowl. Mil
lions of birds and migrant ducks visit 
the Suisun Marsh each year. 

In addition, the Suisun Marsh is prime 
breeding ground for striped bass. These 

resources have long made the marsh im
portant for hunting, fishing, and other 
recreational activities. 

However because of diversions of fresh 
water fro~ the Delta by the California 
water project and the Federal Central 
Valley project, salinity intrusion has be
come a problem, threatening to alter the 
environment of the marsh that support 
specific plants which attract and fee_d 
the migratory waterfowl. To remedy this 
situation the California Department of 
Water ~sources is constructing facili
ties to make better use of what water re
mains in the marsh after the project di
versions. The facilities were recommend
ed in the May 1978 report on the Suisun 
Marsh interim facilities prepared by the 
state of California, the Bureau of Recla
mation, and the Fish and Wildlife 
Service. 

This legislation provides that the Fed
eral Government participate in the miti
gation effort and pay 50 percent of the 
costs of the facilities, or $2.5 million. The 
bill calls for equal funding since both the 
State and Federal projects are responsi
ble for the water quality problem in the 
Suisun Marsh and divert roughly the 
same amount of water from the Delta. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the REcORD, as 
follows: 

s. 1357 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Suisun Marsh Pres
ervation and Restoration Act of 1979". 

SEc. 2 . It is the purpose of this Act to
( 1) provide for partial mitigation of the 

adverse effects on the fish and wildlife re
sources of the Suisun Marsh in Solano 
County, California of the Central Valley 
project; and 

(2) assist in the preservation and restora
tion of the fish and wildlife resources of the 
Mar.sh by authorizing the Secretary of the 
Interior to enter into a cooperative agree
ment with the State of California for the 
planning, design, construction, operation 
and maintenance of certain facUlties for the 
Marsh which will not materially enhance th.e 
overall resources of the Marsh; and 

(3) to provide for such facilities as part 
of the more extensive system of preservation 
and restoration facllities to be developed for 
the Solano County region by the State of 
California, the Secretary of the Interior, or 
both. 

SEc. 3. The Secretary of the Interior, acting 
through the Commissioner of the Bureau of 
Reclamation, shall enter into a cooperative 
agreement with the State of California 
(hereinafter in this Act referred to as the 
"State") to provide for mitigation of the 
adverse effects of the Central Valley project 
on the fish and wildlife resources of the 
Suisun Marsh, Solano County, California, 
and for the preservation and restoration of 
these resources. The cooperation agreement 
shall include the following provisions: 

(1) The State shall design, construct, op
erate and maintain certain channels, levees, 
and control structures in the Marsh in a 
manner which substantially conforms to the 
provisions of the development plan con
tained in the Report on the Suisun Marsh 
Interim Facilities (dated May 1978), prepared 
by the State of California wtih the assist
ance of the Bureau of Reclamation and the 
Fish and Wildlife Service. The State may 



15230 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE June 18, 1979 

enter into contracts with appropriate non
Federal public agencies within the State for 
the operation and maintenance of such fa
cilities. 

(2) The Secretary of the Interior shall pay 
to the State the Federal share of the costs 
of the activities described in paragraph ( 1) , 
whether such costs are incurred before or 
after the date the cooperative agreement ls 
entered into, upon a determination that such 
activities are in substantial conformity with 
the development plan referred to in such 
paragraph. 

(3) A study shall be conducted by the 
State, the Secretary of the Interior, or both 
parties, for the purpose of identifying man
agement techniques which could result in 
more efficient water use on the managed wet
lands of the Marsh. 

( 4) Appropriate arrangements shall be 
made by the Secretary of the Interior and 
t he State to provide for the monitoring of 
t he salinity levels in the Marsh. 

( 5) The Federal share of t he costs of the ac
tivities referred to in paragraphs (1) through 
(4) shall be 50 per centum. 

SEc. 4. The authority to enter into cooper
ative agreements under this Act shall be ef
fective only to the extent or in such amounts 
as are provided in advance in appropriation 
Acts. 

SEc. 5. There are authorized to be appro
priated $2,500,000 for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1980 for the Federal share of 
the costs of the construction and the initial 
operation and maintenance of the facilities 
described in section 3 ( 1) of this Act. Sums 
appropriated under this sect ion shall remain 
available until expended.e 

By Mr. HUDDLESTON: 
S. 1358. A bill to provide that major 

stationary sources complying with all ap
plicable emission limitations and stand
ards of performance established pursuant 
to the Clean Air Act shall not be subject 
to any more stringent limitations or 
standards for a period of 10 yea1·s; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 
e Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, 
the bill I am introducing today is in
tended to encourage and facilitate the 
increased use of coal by adding some rea
son and certainty to Government regula
tion. 

One of the constraints on coal use 
mentioned most frequently in hearings 
which I chaired last month on the effect 
of Government regulations on the pro
duction and use of coal, and in recent 
hearings by the President's Commission 
on Coal, was the lack of any regulatory 
certainty. 

Compliance with environmental laws 
and regulations often is a costly under
taking. Once expenditures are made, and 
a source is in compliance, the source 
owner should have assurance that his 
investment will not be jeopardized by 
adoption of more stringent requirements 
for a reasonable period of time unless 
there is a bona fide threat to public 
health. While it may, and probably will, 
be necessary to tighten emission limita
tions and standards from time to time, 
owners who in good faith comply should 
be given the opportunity and time to 
amortize their pollution control costs. 

Changing groundrules and moving 
targets are extremely worrisome to those 
who must comply with environmental 
requirements. Each incremental control 
requirement becomes more difficult and 

costly. The uncertainty associated with 
potential rule changes renders corpo
rate decisionmaking precarious and may 
cause delays in constructing or modify
ing new sources or in retrofitting con
trols on existing sources. While compli
ance at the time of construction of a 
new source may be accomplished with 
reasonable certainty at a given cost, 
compliance with more stringent control 
measures adopted subsequent to con
struction may be difficult, or physically 
impossible, and may be considerably 
more expensive than the original compli
ance measure. 

The principle is recognized in section 
306(d) of the Clean Water Act, which 
provides that any source constructed as 
to meet all applicable standards of per
formance shall not be subject to any 
more stringent standard of perform
ance during a 10-year period, or until 
the equipment is depreciated or amor
tized, whichever comes first. The bill I 
am introducing today would add a pro
vision to the Clean Air Act to provide 
a comparable period of assurance for 
all complying existing, modified, or new 
sources against the application of more 
stringent standards unless an imminent 
threat to public health can be attrib
uted to the source. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of the bill be printed in the RE:::ORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

s. 1358 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
Clean Air Act is amended by inserting at 
the end thereof the following new section: 
"COMPLIANCE PERIOD FOR CERTAIN STATIONARY 

SOURCES 

"SEc. 328. Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of this Act, any existing major sta
tionary source which comes into compli
ance with all emission limitations in the 
applicable implementation plan, or any new 
or modified major stationary source the con
struction or modification of which meets all 
applicable emission limitations and stand
ards of performance, shall not be subject 
to any more stringent emission limitation or 
standard of performance during a ten-year 
period beginning on the date of completion 
of such compliance, construction, or modi
fication , or during the period of deprecia
tion or amortization of such facility for the 
purposes of section 167 or 169 (or both) of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1904, which
ever period ends first; except that tim;- sec
tion shall not apply in the case of a source 
to which a substantial imminent threat to 
public health can be attributed (as deter
mined by the Administrator) .".e 

By Mr. THURMOND: 
S. 1359. A bill to permit the surviving 

spouse and unmarried children of a per
son interred in a cemetery located on a 
military installation to be interred in 
such cemetery; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, to
day, I am introducing legislation which 
would provide assistance to certain per
sons who wish to have the right to be 
buried beside a deceased family member 
who is buried within the boundary of a 
military installation. 

In the past, I have been contacted by 
several constituents concerning this 
somewhat unusual situation. One such 
case concerned one of my constituent's 
request to be buried next to her husband 
in a cemetery located within the bound
ary of the Fort Jackson military installa
tion near Columbia, S.C. The husband 
had died in 1940 and was buried in a 
church cemetery. Since that time, Fort 
Jackson annexed this property and made 
it a post cemetery. 

Since this cemetery is now a military 
cemetery, the lady could not be buried 
next to her husband because she did not 
meet the requirements spelled out in the 
provisions of an act entitled "An act to 
establish eligibility for burial in national 
cemeteries, and for other purposes" (62 
Stat. 234, 24 U.S.C. 281). A private relief 
bill had to be passed to allow this lady 
the right to be buried next to her hus
band. 

I am sure there are other individuals 
in the same situation at Fort Jackson 
and other areas across the country. I do 
not believe a private relief biU should 
have to be passed in each such instance. 
For this reason, I am introducing this 
bill which would allow the family of a 
person buried in a cemetery within the 
toundaries of a military installation 
located within the United States to be 
buried in the same cemetery. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
worthwhile and meritorious legislation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD as 
follows: ' 

s . 1359 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) in 
any case in which a military department has 
acquired lands in the United States on which 
there is a cemetery at the time such lands 
were acquired by such military department, 
the Secretary of such military department 
may authorize the interment in such ceme
tery of the surviving spouse and unmarried 
children of any person who was interred in 
such cemetery at the time such lands were 
acquired by such mUitary department. 

(b) The Secretary of a military depart
ment may also authorize the interment of the 
surviving spouse and unmarried children of 
any person interred in a post cemetery located 
on any lands in the United States under the 
jurisdiction of such Secretary. 

SEc. 2. As used in this Act-
(I) The term "cemetery" includes any 

lands in which there is one or more burial 
plots. 

(2) The term "United States" means the 
several States, the District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto R!co, and any ter
ritory or possession of the United States. 

By Mr. DOMENICI : 
S. 1360. A bill to amend the Atomic 

Energy Act of 1954, as amended, to au
thorize and direct the Secretary of 
Energy to enter into formal arrange
ments with a State to provide for State 
concurrence in the planning, siting, de
velopment, construction and operation of 
specified radioactive waste storage and 
disposal. facilities, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works. 
0 Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I am 
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today introducing legislation to address 
the critical issue of State concurrence in 
the planning, siting, development, con
struction and operation of nuclear 
waste storage and disposal facilities. 
Legislation in this area is essential, both 
to protect the legitimate interests of the 
States and to promote an effective solu
tion to the nuclear waste problem. I 
hope that my colleagues will give this 
matter their prompt and careful atten
tion. 

Mr. President, the need to assure an 
effective and workable system for State 
concurrence in the decisionmaking proc
ess for nuclear waste storage and dis
posal facilities 'has long been a concern 
to me. Last year I introduced S. 2761, 
which would have established beyond 
any doubt the right of a State to say "no" 
to the location within its boundaries of 
facilities intended for the long-term stor
age of readioactive nuclear waste ma
terials. 

At that time, I pointed out that under 
current law the final decision regarding 
siting of many of these nuclear waste dis
posal facilities is made by Federal of
ficials who in truth may be more inter
ested in solving a problem quickly and 
with minimum fuss, than in locating the 
best site and developing the most effec
tive design for the facility. As I noted, the 
ability of the States to directly influence 
Federal actions in this area is particular
ly limited when the proposed facility is 
to be located on Federal land. 

There have been a number of sig
nificant developments since I introduced 
S. 2761 last year. The March 1979 report 
to the President by the Interagency Re
view Group on Nuclear Waste Manage
ment, noting the growing concern over 
State acceptance of locating a federally 
proposed nuclear repository site within 
the State, has recommended a process of 
State consultation and concurrence be
ginning with the planning stage and con
tinuing through the entire period of 
repository operation and decommission
ing. 

The Department of Energy has begun 
to implement this policy of consultation 
and concurrence by entering into nego
tiations with the State of New Mexico to 
establish formal arrangements for the 
exercise of State concurrence for the 
proposed waste isolation pilot plant, the 
first geologic repository for nuclear waste 
in this country. The State has begun 
efforts to negotiate these arrangements 
with the Federal Government. At the 
same time, the General Accounting Office 
has issued a report stating that: 

In the absence of statutory authority per
mitting such action, we believe that any 
agreement by the S~cretary of Energy, or any 
of his subordinates, with a State to make 
DOE's choice of a nuclear waste repository 
subject to rejection or disapproval by the 
State, is legally unenforceable. 

Mr. President, I believe the approach 
of Federal/State negotiation to establish 
the formal arrangements for the State's 
exercise of its right of concurrence is 
sound. But that approach will be 
meaningless exercise unless the Secre
tary of Energy has the authority to enter 
into binding commitments on behalf of 
the Federal Government. My bill would 

give the Secretary of Energy that au
thority. Negotiations would begin, at the 
request of the State, as soon as the De
partment of Energy began site explora
tion within the State for the purpose 
of developing a geologic repository for 
nuclear wastes. The Secretary of Energy 
would have the authority to enter into 
commitments, binding on the Federal 
Government, establishing formal ar
rangements under which the State will 
have the right to concur or not concur in 
all stages in planning, siting, develop
ment, construction and operation of the 
repository. Construction of the reposi
tory could not begin until these arrange
ments have been agreed upon by the 
State and the Secretary of Energy. 

Mr. President, the past record of han
dling nuclear wastes in this country is 
not a good one. Too often there have 
been shortcuts, poor planning, unfore
seen problems, and false starts. There is 
little margin for error as we plan for the 
geologic repositories needed to solve this 
critical problem. Those States which are 
now the candidates for future nuclear 
waste facilities must be assured that our 
past record will not be repeated in the 
future. My legislation would provide that 
assurance by establishing a workable 
framework for Federal/State cooperation 
in the various stages of development of 
the repository-a framework providing 
for direct State participation under 
terms acceptable to both the State and 
the Federal Government. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of my bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 1360 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That Chap
ter 19 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as 
amended, is amended by adding the follow
ing new section after section 241 : 
"SEC. 242. STATE CONCURRENCE FOR FACILITIES 

FOR THE GEOLOGIC STORAGE OR 

DISPOSAL OF RADIOACTIVE WASTES 

"a. The Secretary of Energy shall notify the 
Governor, the State Legislature, and where 
applicable , the Tribal Council of any affected 
Indian tribe of its intent to explore a site 
in such State, or within an Indian reserva
tion, for the purpose of establishing, evalu
ating, or contracting for the construction of 
a facility for the geologic storage or disposal , 
including test disposal, of high-level radioac
tive wastes, non-high level radioactive wastes 
including transuranium contaminated 
wastes, or irradiated nuclear reactor fuel. 

"b. Upon receiving a request from the Gov
ernor of any State notified in accordance 
with subsection a., the Secretary of Energy 
is authorized and directed to enter into 
negotiations with the State for the purpose 
of establishing formal arrangements under 
which the State will have the right to concur 
or not concur in all stages in the planning, 
siting, development, construction, and opera
tion of the proposed facility. Any such ar
rangements entered into by the Secretary of 
Energy shall be binding on all agencies of 
the Federal government. 

"c. The Secretary of Energy shall not com
mence or contract for any construction work 
for a facility for the geologic storage or dis
posal, including test disposal, of high-level 
radioactive wastes, non-high level radioac
tive wastes including transuranium con-

taminated wastes, or irradiated nuclear reac
tor fuel, until the Secretary of Energy and 
the State in which the facility is proposed 
to be located have entered into formal ar
rangements under which the State will have 
the right to concur or not concur in all stages 
in the planning, siting, development, con
struction, and operation of the proposed 
fac111 ty .".C) 

By Mr. CRANSTON (for himself 
and Mr. HAYAKAWA): 

S. 1361. A bill to authorize the Secre
tary of the Interior to engage in feasibil
ity studies of the enlargement of Shasta 
Dam and Reservoir, Central Valley proj
ect, California, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources. 
e Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, on be
half of Senator HAY AKA WA and myself, I 
introduce for appropriate reference a bill 
to authorize the Secretary of Interior to 
engage in feasibility studies of the en
largement of Shasta Dam and Reservoir 
in California. The legislation is identical 
to H.R. 4097 introduced in the House by 
Congressman HAROLD JoHNSON. 

While energy issues are now in the 
forefront and gasoline is the commodity 
in shortest supply, water could be our 
scarcest commodity in the future-at 
least in California. There are current 
overdrafts on ground water in the San 
Joaquin Valley, a shortage of water in 
the State water project to meet contract 
commitments, problems of maintaining 
water quality in the Sacramento-San 
Joaquin Delta, and water-related fish re
source problems from Shasta through 
the Delta. 

I firmly believe that we must place a 
greater emphasis on water conservation 
and wastewater reuse. But water conser
vation and recycling are unlikely to make 
up for the anticipated shortfall. We must 
look at other alternatives now-and one 
of the most promising opportunities for 
augmenting California's water supplies 
is enlarging Shasta Dam. 

The enlargement of Shasta Dam not 
only could help meet California's future 
water needs, it also could provide a sub
stantial increase in hydroelectric power. 
Increasing the height of the dam by 200 
feet would triple the capacity of the res
ervoir, and yield an additionall.4 million 
acre feet of water. 

However, as an essential first step the 
Bureau of Reclamation must conduct 
feasibility studies. The bill I am intro
ducing today authorizes $5 million for 
this purpose and requires the State of 
California to participate in the studies 
and their costs. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bill be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 1361 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Re~resentatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
S~cretary of the Interior is hereby author
ized to engage in feasibility studies relating 
to enlarging Shasta Dam and Reservoir, Cen
tral Valley project, California, or to the con
struction of a larger dam on the Sacramento 
River, California, to replace the present 
structure. 
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The Secretary of the Interior is further 
authorized to engage in feasib111ty studies 
for the purposes of determining the potential 
costs, benefits, environmental impacts, and 
feasib111ty of using the Sacramento River for 
conveying water from the enlarged Shasta 
Dam and Reservoir or the larger dam to 
points of use downstream from the dam. 

There is authorized to be appropriated for 
the purposes of this Act not more than $5,-
000,000: Provided, That, before funds are ex
pended for the feasib111ty studies, the State 
of California shall agree to participate in 
the studies and to participate in the costs 
o'f. the studies. The State's share of the costs 
may be partly or wholly in the form of serv
ices directly related to the conduct of the 
studies.e 

By Mr. THURMOND: 
S. 1362. A bill to amend title 18, United 

States Code, with respect to exemption 
of certain fireworks from registration, 
and for other purposes; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, 
under current law, there exists a redund
ancy which requires persons and organi
zations to obtain, in many cases, both a 
State as well as a Federal permit to 
purchase fireworks for use in public dis
plays. Federal law classifies and regulates 
fireworks as "explosives," and purchasers 
are therefore subject to Federal regula
tions for purchases and storage of 
fireworks. 

Regulations presently exempt class 
"C" or "common" fireworks from the 
Federal permit requirement, but a 
church, veterans group, civic association 
or other purchasers cannot buy class 
"B" fireworks for use in a public display 
without a Federal permit. This is true 
even though the organization may have 
already obtained a State or local permit 
to acquire the fireworks or to conduct 
the display. 

I am, therefore, proposing a bill which 
would amend the present law for the 
limited purpose of removing the current 
redundancy in permits. This bill would 
remove the requirement of obtaining a 
Federal permit where the purchaser has 
acquired a valid State or local permit 
for the fireworks. If no State or local 
permit is obtained, then the current Fed
eral permit requirements would remain 
applicable. The bill I am proposing would 
not further affect provisions of the law 
regarding licensing or storage. 

Mr. President, it would appear to me, 
as I am sure it must to a majority of 
my colleagues, that State and local gov
ernments are quite capable of regulating 
the sale and distribution of fireworks 
without the aid of the Federal Govern
ment's guiding hand. I, therefore, urge 
passage of this bill which would elim
inate this needless Government super
vision over an area in which the present 
Federal law creates both redundancy 
as well as an unnecessary Government 
expense. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 1362 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States o/ 

America in Congress assembled, That section 
846 of title 18, United States Code, is amend
ed by adding a.f·ter the end of section (a) (6) 
the following: 

(7) (A) The impoll'tation and distribution 
of fireworks which are Class C explosives, 
generally known as "Common Fireworks" as 
described by regulations of the Unite<! 
States Depar-tment of Transportation. 

(B) The distribution of fireworks in a 
finished state which are Class B explosives, 
generally known as "Special Fireworks" as 
described by regulations of the United 
States Department of Transportation, for use 
in a public firworks display, provided the 
person acquiring the fireworks possesses a 
State or local permit authorizing such ac
quisition or display. Fireworks which are 
Class B explosives (Special FirewOil'ks) are 
not exempt, however, from any storage pro
visions which the Secretary may by regula
tions prescribe. 

By Mr. JACKSON (by request): 
S. 1363. A bill to provide certain au

thorities for the Department of Energy; 
to the Committee on Energy and Nat
ural Resources. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY HOUSEKEEPING 
ACT OF 1979 

• Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, by re
quest, I send to the desk for appropriate 
reference a bill to provide certain au
thorities for the Department of Energy. 

Mr. President, this draft legislation 
was submitted and recommended by the 
Department of Energy, and I ask unani
mous consent that the bill, the executive 
communication, and a section-by-section 
analysis which accompanied the pro
posal from the Secretary of Energy be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill and 
material were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

s. 1363 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as "The Department of En
ergy Housekeeping Act of 1979". 
TITLE I-ENERGY INFORMATION ADMIN

ISTRATION AMENDMENTS 
SEC. 101. Chapter 13 of Title 44, United 

States Code, "Public Printing and Docu
ments" is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new section: 
"§ 1345. ENERGY INFORMATION ADMINISTRA

TION : PUBLICATIONS 
The publications of the Energy Informa

tion Administration shall be published in 
editions recommended by the Adlninistrator 
·of the Energy Information Administration, 
but not to exceed ten thousand copies for 
the first edition. In addition to the usual 
number cf the annual report of the Energy 
Information Adlninlstration, three thousand 
copies shall be printed: one thousand for 
the Senate and two thousand for the House 
of Representatives. When the edition of a 
publication of the Energy Information Ad
ministration is exhauste<l and the demand 
for it continues, there may be published, 
on the requisition of the Administrator of 
the Energy Information Administration, as 
many additional copies as he deems neces
sary to meet the demand.". 

SEc. 102. (a) Section 58(a) of the Federal 
Energy Administration Act of 1974is amend
ed by inserting "to the Administrator" after 
the word "which", the first time it appears, 
in paragraph (2). 

(b) Section 58 of the Federal Energy Ad
ministration Act of 1974 is amended as fol
lows: 

(1) by striking out "(b)" in subsection 
(b) and inserting in lieu thereof "(c)"; and 

(2) by inserting a new subsection (b) after 
subsection (a) to read as follows: "(b) The 
Administrator, or the Director, is authorized 
to make binding assurances of non-disclosure 
in exchange for energy information in the 
possession of another Federal agency, if such 
agency determines that the discharge of au
thorities and responsibllities which have been 
delegated to, or vested by law in, such agency 
would be significantly impaired, not by dis
closure to the Director or the Administrator, 
but by subsequent disclosure of such infor
mation as required pursuant to section 205 
(f) of the Department of Energy Organiza
tion Act of 1977.". 

(c) Section 205 of the Department of En
ergy Organization Act of 1977 is amended 
by striking out the period at the end of 
subsection (f) and inserting in lieu there
of a selnicolon, and by adding at the end 
of subsection (f) the following: 
"except that the Administrator shall not be 
required to disclose to such administration, 
commission or office any energy information 
or analysis which has been obtained in ex
change for a commitment of non-disclosure 
pursuant to section 58(b) of the Federal En
ergy Administration Act of 1974.". 

SEc. 103. (a) Section ll(c) (3) of the En
ergy Supply and Environmental Coordina
tion Act of 1974 is amended as follows: 

( 1) by striking out "quarterly" wherever 
it appears and inserting in lieu thereof 
"annual"; 

(2) by striking out "quarter" wherever it 
appears and inserting in lieu thereof "year"; 
and 

(3) by striking out "6 months after the 
d!llte on" in the last sentence of paragraph 
(3) and inserting in lieu thereof "with the 
first year for". 

(b) Section 505(b) of the Energy Polley 
and Conservation Act of 1957 is amended by 
striking out "quarter" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "year". 
TITLE II-INTERNATIONAL VOLUNTARY 

AGREEMENT EXTENSION 
SEc. 201. Section 252(j) of the Energy 

Policy and Conservation Act of 1975 is 
amended by striking out "June 30, 1979" and 
inserting "January 19, 1986". 
TITLE III---tAMENDMENTS TO THE NA

TIONAL ENERGY CONSERVATION POL
ICY ACT 

AUTHORIZATION OF A.PPROPRIATIONS 
SEc. 301. (a) Subsection (b) of section 

397 of the Energy Policy and conservation 
Act, as added by section 302 the National 
Energy Conservation Policy Act is amended 
to read as follows: 

"(b) For •the purpose of making energy 
conservation project grants pursuant to sec
tion 396, there is authorized to be appro
priated :r;ot to exceed $180,000,000 for the 
fiscal year ending September 30. 1978, $95,-
000,000 for the fiscal year ending September 
30, 1979, $300,000,000 for the fiscal year end
ing September 30, 19'81, and $300,000,000 for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1982, 
such funds to remain ava.llable until ex
pended. Of the amounts appropriated under 
this subsection for each of the following 
fiscal years not more than the following per
centage may be used for purposes of techni
cal assistance: 

"Fiscal Year Ending: percentage 
"September 30, 1978------------------ 30 
"September 30, 1979__________________ 30 
"September 30, 1981------------------ 12.5 
"September 30, 1982------------------ 0". 

(b) Subsection (c) of section 397 of the 
Energy Policy and Conservation Act, as added 
by Section 302 of the National Energy Con
servation Policy Act is amended to read as 
follows: 
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" (c) For the expenses of the Secretary in 

administering the provisions of this part, 
there are hereby authorized to be appropri
ated such sums as may be necessary for each 
fiscal year in the six consecutive fiscal year 
periods ending September 30, 1983, such funds 
to remain available until expended.". 

TITLE IV-AWARDS 
SEc. 401. (a) Part C of Title VI of the 

Department of Energy Organization Act is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new section: 

"AWARDS 
"SEc. 661. The Secretary may, with the ap

proval of the President, grant an award for 
any especially meritorius contribution to the 
development, use, or control of energy.". 

(b) The table of contents for Part C of 
Title VI of the Department of Energy Orga
nization Act is amended by inserting at the 
end thereof the following: 

"Sec. 661. Awards.". 
(c) The last sentence of section 157(b) (3) 

of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, 
is repealed. 

(d) The amendments made by this section 
shall take effect on the date of enactment. 
TITLE V-NAVAL PETROLEUM RESERVES 

SEc. 501. Section 7422(c) of Title 10, United 
States Code, is amended by deleting the last 
sentence of paragraph ( 1) . 

SEc. 502. Section 7432 of Title 10, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 
"7432. Authorization for Appropriations 

"(a) There are authorized to be appropri
ated such sums as may be necessary, to re
main available until expended, for the ex
penses of-

.. ( 1) exploration, prospecting, conservation, 
development, use, operations, and production 
of the naval petroleum reserves as authorized 
by this chapter; 

"(2) production (including preparation for 
production) as authorized by this chapter, or 
as may hereafter be authorized; and 

"(3) the construction and operation of 
fac111tles both within and outside the naval 
petroleum reserves incident to the produc
tion and the delivery of petroleum, includ
ing pipelines and shipping terminals. 

"(b) Contracts under this chapter provid
ing for the obligation of funds may be en
tered into for a period of five years, renew
able for an additional five-year period; how
ever, such contracts may obligate funds only 
to the extent that such funds are made 
available in annual appropriations.". 

SEc. 503. Unappropriated balances of 
receipts in the "naval petroleum reserves 
special account" on the date of enactment 
of this section, and all other moneys accruing 
to the United States thereafter under chap
ter 641 of Title 10, United States Code, shall 
be deposited into miscellaneous receipts of 
the Treasury. 

SEc. 504. The table of sections at the be
ginning of chapter 641 of Title 10, United 
States Code, is amended by striking out 
"7432. Naval petroleum reserve special ac
count." and inserting in lieu thereof the 
following: 
"7432. Authorization for appropriations.". 
TITLE VI-GEOTHERMAL LOAN COMPANY 

PROGRAM AMENDMENTS 
SEc. 601. Section 201 of the Geothermal 

Energy Research, Developme11;t, and Demon
stration Act of 1974 (88 Stat. 1079) is 
amended by striking subsection (g) and sub
stituting therefor the following new subsec
tion: 

"(g) With respect to any obligation which 
is issued after the enactment of this subsec
tion bv. or in behalf of, any State, political 
subdivision, or Indian tribe and which is 
either guaranteed under this title, or sup
ported by taxes levied by said issuer which 
are guaranteed under this title, the interest 

paid on such obligation and received by the 
purchaser thereof (or the purchaser's suc
cessor in interest) shall be i11;cluded in the 
gross income of such purchaser for the pur
pose of chapter 1 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954, as amended: Provided, That 
the Administrator, in accordance with terms 
and conditions established by the Adminis
trator, shall pay to said issuer out of the 
funds established by this title that portion 
of the interest on said obligation, as deter
mined by the Administrator, in consultation 
with the Secretary of, the Treasury, to be ap
propriate after taking into account current 
market yields ( 1) on obligations of said is
suer, if any, and (2) on other obligations 
with similar terms and conditions which pay 
interest not included in gross income for 
purposes of chapter 1 of said Code.". 

SEc. 602. Section 203 of the Geothermal 
Energy Research, Development, and Demon
stration Act of 1974 (88 Stat. 1079) is 
amended by striking out ", or interest as~ 
s!stance contracts entered into,". 
TITLE VII-ELECTRIC AND HYBRID VEHI

CLE LOAN GUARANTEE AMENDMENTS 
SEc. 701. Section 10(e) of the Electric and 

Hybrid Vehicle Research, Development, and 
Demonstration Act of 1976 ( 15 U.S.C. 2509 
(e) ) , as amended, is further amended by 
adding at the end of subsection (3) (A) the 
following: 

"The borrower of each loan which is guar
anteed under this Act shall be assessed a 
guarantee fee equal to one percent per an
num of the outstanding indebtedness cov
ered by the guarantee, or such lesser amount 
as the Administrator shall deem appropri
ate, giving due consideration to the objec
tive of recovering applicable administrative 
costs and probable losses on guaranteed ob
ligations. All loan guarantee fees shall be 
collected by the Administrator and paid into 
the .fund.". 

SEc. 702. Section 10(h) of the Electric and 
Hybrid Vehicle Research, Development, and 
Demonstration Act of 1976 (15 U.S.C. 2509 
(h)), as amended, is further amended by 
striking out ", or interest assistance con
tracts entered into,". 

TITLE VIII-PRESIDENTIAL REPORT 
SEc. 801. Section 403(c) of the Powerplant 

and Industrial Fuel Use Act of 1978 is 
repealed. 
TITLE IX-cONSOLIDATION OF REPORTS 

SEc. 901. The second sentence of section 
657 of the Department of Energy Organiza
tion Act is amended by inserting immediately 
after the words "Such report" the following: 
", which inay be consolidated at the discre
tion of the President with the proposed Na
tional Energy Policy Plan and the accom
panying report des::rtbed in section 801 of 
this Act,". 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY, 
Washington, D.C., June 5, 1979. 

Hon. WALTER F. MONDALE, 
President of the Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I am transmitting 
herewith a draft bill prepared by the De
partment of Energy (DOE). Also enclosed is 
a section-by-section analysis of the draft 
bill. 

The bill is a collection of .remedial, or 
"housekeeping", modifications of existing 
authorities. DOE has now been in existence 
for approximately twenty months, during 
which time a number of legislative changes 
necessary for the effective performance of 
DOE's functions have been identified. The 
draft bill is divided into nine titles to reflect 
the different subject matter addressed by 
each. 
TITLE I-ENERGY INFORMATION ADMINISTRATION 

AMENDMENTS 
Section 101 amends Chapter 13 of Title 44, 

United States Code, to provide to the Energy 

Information Administration (EIA) the same 
privileges with .respect to the printing of 
public documents as are enjoyed by other 
government agencies having major publica
tions responsibilities. This proposal would 
remove existing impediments to the timely 
publication and dissemination of a signifi
cant volume of EIA reports, while insuring 
that EIA is fully responsible for the format 
and content of such documents. 

Proposed section 102 amends section 58 of 
the Federal Energy Administration Act of 
1974 (FEA Act) and section 205 of the De
partment of Energy Organization Act (DOE 
Act) to authorize the Administrator of EIA 
to make binding assurances of non-disclo
sure to other Federal agencies in exchange 
for energy information in the possession of 
such agencies. The Administrator has pre
viously been denied energy information on 
the basis that subsequent disclosure of the 
information by the Administrator, pursuant 
to his duty to disclose such information to 
other offices within DOE under section 205(f) 
of the DOE Act, would significantly impair 
the abllity of the Federal agency supplying 
the information to discharge the responsi
b1llties vested by law in such agency (sec
tion 58(a) of the FEA Act). This proposal 
would permit the Administrator to make the 
necessary assurances in order to obtain the 
desired information. 

Section 103 amends section ll(c) (3) of 
the Energy Supply and Environmental Co
ordination Act of 1974 (ESECA) and section 
505 (b) of the Energy Policy and Conservation 
Act (EPCA) to permit the Administrator of 
E!A to file annual rather than quarterly 
re;>orts compiled from accounts kept in ac
cordance with section 503 of EPCA. This 
proposal is intended to reduce the admin
istrative burden imposed upon EIA by section 
ll(c) (3) of ESECA, and to reduce the report
ing burden of those individuals subject to 
the requirement of section 503 of EPCA. If 
enacted, the proposal would result in an 
estimated cost savings to the Federal govern
ment of between $2.5 to $5 million annually. 

TrrLE II-INTERNATIONAL VOLUNTARY 
AGREEMENTS EXTENSION 

Section 201 would amend section 252(j) 
of EPCA by changing the expiration date of 
that section from June 30, 1979 to January 
19, 1986. The main purposes of this proposal 
are: 

( 1) To extend until the later date the 
antitrust defense afforded by section 252(f) 
of EPCA to U.S. oil companies pa-rticipating 
in the Agreement on an International Energy 
Program (IEP) ; and 

(2) To match the duration of section 252 
with that of the IEP, which can be termi
nated 10 years after January 19, 1976, the 
date upon which it became definitely effec
tive, if the parties so choose. 

This extension of section 252 wm permit 
the continued essential participation of U.S. 
oil companies in the IEP. 

There are presently 20 signatories to the 
IEP, consisting of most of the principal in
dustrialized oil consuming nations. The 
agreement requires each country to establish 
an emergency petroleum storage program, 
e.nd to have a means for restraining demand 
for petroleum products in the event of an 
interruption of petroleum supplies to the 
IEP countries in an amount which exceeds 
7 percent of normal consumption during a 
defined base period. 

Section 252 of the Energy Policy and Con
servation Act (EPCA) sets out procedures 
applicable to the development or carrying 
out of voluntary agreements to implement 
the allocation a.nd information provisions of 
the international energy program. Pursuant 
to this authority, effective March 21, 1976, 
U.S. oil companies entered into the Volun
tary Agreement and Plan of Action to Imple
ment the International Energy Program {41 
F.R. 13998, April 1, 1976) {the Voluntary 



15234 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE June 18, 1979 
Agreement). At present, 21 U.S. oil compa
nies, including both major international oil 
companies and independent oil companies, 
are participants in the Voluntary Agreement. 
The procedures provided in Section 252 are 
the only means by which a defense to the 
antitrust laws can be made available with 
respect to U.S. oil compeny participation 
in the development or carrying out of volun
tary agreements. 

The antitrust defense made available by 
Section 252 (f) is essential to the participa
tion of U.S. oil companies in the Voluntary 
Agreement and, through it, in the IEP. The 
IEP, in turn, can effectively !unction only 
with participation by U.S. and foreign oil 
companies which are primary sources of in
formation about conditions in the interna
tional oil market and would be the primary 
actors in redistributing oil if the IEP's emer
gency sharing provisions were activated. The 
Department of Energy, the Department of 
Justice and the Federal Trade Commission 
have closely monitored industry participa
tion in the IEP. In their reports to Congress 
the Justice Department and the Federal 
Trade Commission have concluded that no 
anticompetitive activities have been carried 
out and no anticompetitive effects have been 
incurred by reason of industry activity under 
the Voluntary Agreement. 

The ut111ty of the IEP and the necessity 
of oil industry participation in the IEP have 
been graphically demonstrated in the past 
several months, when curtailment of exports 
from Iran has created dislocations in the 
international oil market. In this period, the 
lEA's Standing Group on Emergency Ques
tions (SEQ) and Standing Group on the Oil 
Market (SOM) have held frequent consulta
tions with the Industry Advisory Board 
(lAB) to the lEA and the Industry Working 
Party (IWP) to discuss the nature, extent 
and effects of the shortfall in world oil sup
plies. These consultations (which were mon
itored by U.S. Government observers !rom 
the Departments of Energy and Justice and 
!rom the Federal Trade Commission) have 
enabled the lEA and its member govern
ments to take concerted action to reduce dis
locations·. 

If the antitrust defense provided !or in 
Section 252 (f) were no longer available !or 
U.S. oil company activities in connection 
with the IEP, those companies would cease 
their membership on the lAB and IWP and 
their subcommittees and as Reporting Com
panies in the lEA data system. Without U .S. 
oil company cooperation, the lEA informa
tion and emergency allocation systems would 
be ineffective and the IEP's purpose would 
be frustrated. 

The bill does no more than extend the time 
Section 252 is effective. All of the other con
ditions and safeguards presently incor
porated in that Section, and which have 
proven to be effective, including reports to 
Congress by the antitrust enforcement 
agencies, public notice of industry meetings, 
attendance at industry meetings by U.S. 
Government representatives and taking of 
verbatim transcripts or full and complete 
minutes, will remain unchanged. 

TITLE Ill-AMENDMENTS TO THE NATIONAL 
ENERGY CONSERVATION POLICY ACT 

Title III would amend section 302 of the 
National Energy Conservation Policy Act 
(NECPA), Public Law 95-619, by extending 
the time period during which appropriations 
are authorized for grants to schools and hos
pitals to conduct energy conservation pro
grams. This amendment does not increase 
the total funds originally authorized for this 
program. It merely allows the Congress to 
appropriate all of the funds originally au-
thorized for this grant program. Because of 
the delay in enactment of NECPA, establish
ment of the program according to the orig
inal schedule was not possible. DOE remains 

committed to full implementation of this 
program and believes that the $900 million 
authorized for energy conservation programs 
in schools and hospitals accurately reflects 
the level of funding required to carry out 
this program. 

With one · minor exception, this amend
ment simply extends the authorization to 
allow Congress to fund this program at the 
level and in the manner originally en
visioned. The minor change occurs in the 
level of funding available for technical as
sistance to energy conservation programs for 
schools and hospitals. Section 302 NECPA 
amends EPCA by adding sections 391 to 400. 
Subsection (b) of new section 397, using 
percentages of annual authorizations, estab
lishes a ce111ng of $118.25 million for tech
nical assistance over the life of the program. 
The new percentages provided in this 
amendment would raise that ce111ng to $120 
million. We believe that these new percent
ages more accurately reflect the funding 
necessary for technical assistance under 
this program. 

Finally, this amendment extends the au
thorization for funds that the Secretary will 
use to administer this program. To ensure 
that funds are available for close-out costs, 
~he authorizations !or administrative ex
penses extend one year beyond the author
izations for the grant programs. 

TITLE IV-AWARDS 

The purpose of Title IV is (1) to clarify 
the present authority of the Secretary of 
Energy to m::~.ke awards for especially meri
torious contributions to the development, 
use, or control of atomic energy, and (2) 
to permit the Secretary, with the approval 
of the President, to make awards for espe
cially meritorious contributions to the de
velopment, use, or control of non-nuclear 
energy. 

The Secretary's authority to recognize 
achievements in the field of atomic (nuclear) 
energy derives from the last sentence of sec
tion 157(b) (3) of the Atomic Energy Act of 
1954, as amended, which states that an award 
may be granted "after consuLtation with the 
General Advisory Committee" . The statu
tory provision establishing the General Ad
visory Committee has recently been repealed. 
Accordingly, the section 157(b) (3) require
ment for consultation with this nonexistent 
committee must be deemed to have been 
eliminated, albeit impliedly. The first pur
pose of Title IV is to convert this implied 
repeal into an express repeal by deleting lthe 
reference to the General Advisory Commit
tee. 

The second purpose of Title IV is to allow 
the Secretary to recognize contributions to 
non-nuclear energy fields on a.n equal basis 
with contributions to the nuclear energy 
field. This a.llteration in the law would re
move a bias in favor of nuclear energy which 
arose in the first instance as a consequence 
of the historical circumstance that the 
Atomic Energy Commission's jurisdiction did 
not embrace the non-nuclear energy field. 

TITLE V-NAVAL PETROLEUM RESERVES 

Title V of this Act would demand the Naval 
Petroleum Reserves Production Aat of 1976 
(Public Law 94-258). The Act amended 
Chapter 641 of Title 10, United States Code, 
the law which governs the administration o! 
the Naval Petroleum and 011 Shale Reserves. 

As you may recall, Public La.w No. 94-248 
directs the Secretary 0f Energy to provide 
pipeline capacity capable of carrying not less 
than 350,000 barrels of oil per day (BOPD) 
out o! Naval Petroleum Reserve No. 1 (Elk 
Hills, California) by April 5, 1979. 

In order to comply with this mandate, nu
merous West Coast on companies were con-
tacted in an attempt to ut111ze their existing 
oil pipelines, as well as to discuss the pos
sibility of such companies' constructing new 
pipeline fac111ties out of Elk Hills to poten-

tial sales points. These meetings resulted in 
arrangements for approximately 140,000 
BOPD to be transported through existing 
pipelines owned by Chevron U.S.A., Inc. (a 
wholly owned subsidiary of Standard Oil 
Company of California), and Atlantic Rich
field Company (ARCO). The amount of ex
isting spare pipeline capacity in the vicinity 
of Elk Hills was subsequently revised to 
160.000 BOPD. Plans for transporting the 
remaining required statutory amount en
visioned the construction of a Government
owned pipeline. 

On April 6, 1978, the decision was made to 
begin final design on a Government pipe
line going from Elk Hills to the Redlands, 
California, area where it would connect with 
the proposed SOHIO (PACTEX) pipellne 
from Long Beach, Callfornia to Midland, 
Texas. Because of lack of progress by SOHIO 
in securing the necessary permits, it became 
apparent that SOHIO's pipeline would not 
be completed in time for the Government to 
meet the April 5, 1979 deadline. In view of 
these facts, the decision was made to suspend 
temporarily the work on the Government 
pipeline in order to allow for a reassessment 
of the Department of Energy's position and 
Congressional review of this matter. Notifica
tion of the decision to suspend work in the 
pipeline was provided to the Oh.airmen of the 
House and Senate Armed Services Commit
tees on August 16, 1978, pursuant to Section 
7431 (b) ( 1) of Title 10, United States Oode. 

In January 1979, after additional produc
tion history had been obtained on the Elk 
Hills pools, the estimated maximum efficient 
rate of production was revised. While the 
amount of recoverable crude oil had not 
changed, our calculations indicated that the 
maximum efficient rate of production lay 
between 200,000 and 220,000 BOPD. 

The Department of Energy has recently 
learned that a.n additional 50,000 BOPD spare 
pipeline capacity now exists in the vicinity 
of Elk Hills. Therefore, a total of approxi
mately 210,000 BOPD pipeline capacity is 
available to transport Elk Hills crude. 

The proposed amendment would leave the 
Secretary sufficient fiexib111ty to determine 
whether it is necessary for the Government to 
construct its own pipeline if existing pipe
line capacity proves to be inadequate. It 
would further allow the Secretary to deter
mine the size of the Government pipeline if 
one is constructed. Finally, the proposed 
amendment would tie the pipeline capacity 
more closely to the maximum efficient rate of 
production from Elk Hills. 

The Chairmen of the Senate and House 
Committees on Armed Services have received 
notification of the foregoing in a letter dated 
April 5, 1979. 

For the reason noted above, we are pro• 
posing that 10 U.S.C., 7422(c) (1) be amended 
by: 

1. Deleting the 350,000 BOPD requirement; 
and 

2. Deleting the April 5, 1979, completion 
date requirement. The foregoing recom· 
mendatlons would be accompllshed by 
deleting the last sentence of 10 U.S.C. 7422 
(c) (1). 

In addition, we are proposing that the 
Naval Petroleum Reserves Special Account 
established by Section 201(13) of Public Law 
94-258 (Title 10, United States Code 7432) be 
abolished. The original purpose o! the fund 
was to set aside revenues !rom the sale of 
petroleum from the Naval Petroleum Re
serves for the purpose of funding exploration, 
development, and production at the Re
serves; activities at the National Petroleum 
Reserve in Alaska.; a.nd activities relating to 
the Strategic Petroleum Reserve established 
by the Energy Polley a.nd Conservation Act. 
In light of the fund requirements of these 
·various programs, especially the Strategic 
Petroleum Reserve, it has become evident 
that revenues from the Naval Petroleum Re-
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serves cannot be utilized as originally en
visioned by Congress. It should be noted that, 
since its creation three years ago, the Special 
Account has been utlllzed on only one occa
sion, and that provided for the transfer of 
funds to the Strategic Petroleum Reserve. 

Since the Special Account is no longer 
necessary to carry out is original purpose, its 
continued existence only complicates the 
Treasury's system of accounts. The proposed 
amendment to Title 10, United States Code 
7432 would provide that all revenues from 
the Naval Petroleum Reserve be placed in the 
general fund and that there be authorized 
for appropriation from this fund such sums 
as may be necessary, without time limitation, 
for exploration, development, and production 
of the Naval Petroleum and Oil Shale Re
serve and for construction and operation of 
transportation faclllties from the Naval 
Petroleum Reserves. In addition, the Secre
tary of Energy continues to have the author
ity to enter into contracts for a period of five 
years, renewable at the option of the Secre
tary for an additional five-year period, pro
vided that the necessary funds are made 
available in annual appropriations. Author
ization for appropriations for the Strategic 
Petroleum Reserve is contained in separate 
legislation. Authorization for appropriations 
to the Secretary of the Interior for the 
National Petroleum Reserve in Alaska. is pro
vided for in Section 107(a) of Public Law 
94-258. 

TITLE Vl~EOTHERMAL LOAN GUARANTEE 
PROGRAM AMENDMENTS 

Title VI consists of two amendments to the 
Geothermal Energy Research, Development 
and Demonstration Act of 1974. Section 601 
is intended to conform the tax treatment of 
DOE-guaranteed geothermal loa.ns with the 
treatment accorded DOE-guaranteed loans 
for municipal waste faclllties. This alteration 
in the law, which has been suggested by the 
Treasury Department, will insure that inter
est paid on DOE-guaranteed geothermalloa.ns 
is included 1n the gross income of the receiv
ing party. In addition, Section 601 corrects 
an apparent error in the Act. Near the end 
of section 201 (g), the statute requires the 
Administrator to pay an issuer out of a. fund 
established by this title an amount deter
mined "to be appropriated" after taking ac
count of market yields, etc. The phrase should 
read: "to be appropriate". 

Section 602 is intended to remove a.n un
necessary and undesirable restriction upon 
the Secretary's authority, beginning in 1984, 
to avert default of a guaranteed obligation 
by making interest payments on behalf of 
the borrower. As the legislation now reads, 
the Secretary may make such interest pay
ments prior to September 4, 1984, 1! he finds, 
among other things, (1) that it is in the 
public interest to permit the borrower to 
continue to pursue the project, and (2) that 
the probable net benefit to the Federal gov
ernment wlll be greater than that which 
would result in the event of a default. Since 
the government's contingent liablUty on 
guaranteed obligations wlll not expire until 
well after 1984, the Secretary should be per
mitted to safeguard the public's investment 
by making interest payments whenever the 
conditions referred to above are found to 
exist, whether prior to September 4, 1984, or 
after that date. 
TITLE VU-ELECTRIC AND HYBRID VEHICLE LOAN 

GUARANTEE AMENDMENTS 

The Electric and Hybrid Vehicle Research, 
Development, and Demonstration Act of 1976 
provides incentives for the co~ercial pro
duction of electric and hybrid vehicles. One 
of these incentives, the Federal loan guaran
tee program, is designed to insure that quali
fied concerns, including small business con
cerns. are not precluded from participation 
in this area of commerce due to the lack of 
adequate capital. In 1978, the Congress es-

CXXV--958--Pa.rt 12 

tablished an Electric and Hybrid Vehicle De
velopment Fund in the Treasury for use by 
the Administrator in servicing the loan guar
antee program. In thus moving to provide a 
firm fiscal foundation for the guarantee pro
gram, the Congress failed to include a pro
vision for the collection of guarantee fees 
which might be employed to offset a.dxninis
trative expenses and other losses experienced 
by the fund. Such guarantee fees have tra
ditionally been authorized with respect to 
such funds in order to preclude unnecessary 
recourse to general tax revenues. Inasmuch 
as the Electric and Hybrid Vehicle Demon
stration Fund owes its establishment to the 
same fiscal goa.ls which motivated the estab
lishment of similar funds in the Treasury 
each of which provides for the collection ot' 
guarantee fees, it appears that the failure 
to provide for guarantee fees in this case was 
inadvertent. We propose to remedy this omis
sion, and to restore parity with other loan
guarantee programs, by authorizing the col
lection of guarantee fees up to a maximu!n 
amount of one percent per annum of the 
outstanding indebtedness covered by the 
guarantee. 

A second deficiency in the existing legis
lation concerns the inab111ty of the Adminis
trator, beginning in September 1983, to avert 
default of a guaranteed obligation by mak
ing interest payments on behalf of the bor
rower from monies contained in the fund. 
Guarantors of commercial loans generally 
insist on the right to make principal and 
interest payments on behalf of their insured 
borrowers. This right constitutes a signifi
cant authority for a guarantor by which he 
may postpone, and hopefully avoid alto
gether, the triggering of an accelerated pay
ments clause in the loan agreement. Inas
much as the government's contingent lla
b111ty on guaranteed obligations will not 
expire until 1998, .it would be imprudent to 
curtail the Administrator's ability to protect 
the government's financial interest in the 
period from 1983 to 1998. We propose, there
fore, that the 7-year limitation upon the 
Administrator's authority to enter into in
terest assistance contra.cts be deleted. 

TITLE Vill-PRESIDENTIAL REPORT 

Section 403(c) of the Powerplant and In
dustrial Fuel Use Act of 1978 requires the 
President to submit an annual report to the 
Congress on the action taken by the Execu
tive Branch to implement that portion of 
the Act (Section 403) entitled "Conservation 
in Federal Fac111ties, Contra.cts and Finan
cial Assistance Programs." 

In addition to this specific report regard
ing a single section of the Act, there exists a 
comprehensive reporting requirement re
garding the Act as a whole. The comprehen
sive reporting requirement is contained in 
section 806 which instructs the Secretary of 
Energy to file an annual report on actions 
taken and to be taken under the Act. This 
comprehensive report must also include data 
on the effectiveness of the Act in achieving 
its purposes. Inasmuch as full compliance 
with the comprehensive reporting require
ment of Section 806 wlll of necessity involve 
a substantive duplication of the specific re
port required by Section 403(c), repeal of 
the latter provision would result in signifi
cant administrative savings without reduc
ing the scope of the material being supplied 
to the Congress. 

TITLE IX--cONSOLIDATION OF REPORTS 

Section 801 of the Department of Energy 
Organization Act requires the President to 
submit to the Congress every two years a 
proposed National Energy Policy Plan, to
gether with an 81CCOmpanying report. In dis
charging his obligations under this section, 
the President has assigned to the Depart
ment of Energy the major responsibility for 
developing preliminary versions of both 
documents. 

The Department of Energy Organization 
Act also requires the Secretary of Energy to 
transmit an annual report to the President 
for submission to the Congress. The scope of 
this annual report, as set forth in section 657 
of the Act, overlaps the scope of the section 
801 documents in numerous respects, with 
the result that unnecessary expense is in
curred, and unnecessary effort expended, 
during those alternate years Wihen both the 
annual report and the proposed Plan must 
be submitted to the Congress. In t>rder to 
avoid this waste of resources, without reduc
ing the scope of the information being sup
plied to the Congress or to the public, we 
propose that the President be permitted, at 
his discretion, to consolidate the annual re
port of the Department's activities with the 
proposed National Energy Polley Plan and its 
associated report. 

The Office of Management and Budget has 
advised that enactment of this proposed 
legislation would be in accord with the pro
gram of the President. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES R. SCHLESINGER, 

Secretary. 

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS 

TITLE I-ENERGY INFORMATION ADMINISTRATION 
AMENDMENTS 

Section 101 would amend Chapter 13 of 
Title 44, United States Code, to provide to 
the Energy Information Administration 
(EIA) the same privileges with respect to 
the printing of public documents as are en
joyed by other government agencies having 
major publication responsibilities. Although 
EIA publishes approximately 470 separate re
ports per year, it is currently subject to the 
Government Printing omce regulations of 
general applicabll1ty, which: 

(1) limit the quantity of each report the 
EIA may have printed; 

(2) place EIA in a low priority printing 
category, leading to publication delays; 

(3) complicate the procedures necessary to 
have an EIA publication printed; and 

( 4) allow modification of EIA publications 
without prior EIA review and approval. 

This proposal would eliminate these im
pediments to the timely publication and dis
semination of EIA reports, while insuring 
that EIA is fully responsible for the format 
and content of such documents. 

Proposed section 102 would amend section 
58 of the Federal Energy Administration Act 
of 1974 (FEA Act) and section 205 of the 
Department of Energy Organization Act of 
1977 (DOE Act) to authorize the Adminis
trator of EIA to make binding assurances of 
non-disclosure to other Federal agencies in 
exchange for energy information in the pos
session of such agencies. 

Currently, section 205(f) of the DOE Act 
requires the Administrator to provide 
promptly any relevant energy information in 
its possession to any office within DOE unon 
request. Under section 58(a) of the FEA 
Act, the Administrator is unable to obtain 
from other federal agencies any information 
the disclosure of which would, in the judg
ment of the possessing agency, impair the 
agency's ab111ty to discharge its responsiblll
ties. Several agencies which have declined to 
supply information to EIA on these grounds 
have indicated that their ability to discharge 
their responsibilities would not be impaired 
if the Administrator could offer binding as
surances of non-disclosure to other DOE 
omces. Since such assurances cannot cur
rently be made, the Administrator must 
either seek the desired information from the 
original or suitable alternate sources, at con
siderable expense, or forego acquisition of the 
information entirely. 

Section 102 would permit the Administra
tor to obtain such information by authoriz
ing assurances of non-disclosure and by cre
ating a limited exception to the ma.nda.to 
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disclosure rule for that Information acquired 
by means of such an assurance. 

Section 103 would amend section ll(c) (3) 
of the Energy Supply and Environmental 
Coordination Act of 1974 (ESECA) and sec
tion 505(b) of the Energy Polley and Con
servation Act (EPOA) to permit the Admin
istrator of EIA to file annual reports com
piled from accounts kept in accordance with 
section 503 of EPCA. Such reports are cur
rently required to be filed quarterly by the 
Administrator of EIA pursuant to the trans
fer of functions conta.l.ned in section 205(b) 
of the DOE Act. 

The purpose of this proposal is to reduce 
the administrative burden Imposed by sec
tion 11 (c) ( 3) of ESECA upon EIA. It would 
also indirectly serve to reduce the burden 
upon those persons engaged In the produc
tion of crude oil and natum.l gas who are re
quired to follow the accounting practices es
tablished by section 503 of EPCA. Annual 
rather than quarterly reporting Is also con
sistent with section 205(h) (4) of the DOE 
Act relating to required annual reporting by 
energy-producing companies. The estlm.ated 
budget impact Of this proposal is an ap
proximate cost savings of between $2.5 to $5 
million annually. 
TITLE II-INTERNATIONAL VOLUNTARY AGREE

MENTS EXTENSION 

Section 201 would amend section 252'(.1) of 
the Energy Polley and Conservation Act 
(EPCA) by changing the expiration date of 
that section from June 30, 1979 to January 
19, 1986. The main purposes of this proposal 
are: ( 1) to extend Uilltll the later date the 
antlltrust defense afforded by Section 252(f) 
to U.S. oil companies partlclpatlng In the 
Agreement on an International Energy Pro
gram (IEP); and (2) to match the duration 
of section 252 with that of the IEP, which 
can be termlna ted by the p.artles 10 years 
after January 19, 1976. the date upon which 
it became effective. 

The IEP Is a multilateral international 
agreement whereby the United States and 19 
other major oil consuming nations have 
joined efforts to provide, among other things, 
for: ( 1) an emergency allocation system 
which would be activated In the event of a 
significant oil supply Interruption; and (2) 
a continuing surve1llance of the Interna
tional oil market and a general Information 
system to support that on surveillance. The 
continued ab111ty to utilize the technical ex
pertise of the U.S. oil companies Is necessary 
to accomplish these objectives. 

This proposal would extend the antitrust 
defense contained in section 252 to permit 
the continued essential pa.rtlcipatlon of the 
U.S. oll companies Involved, and would make 
the duration of section 252 coextensive with 
that of the IEP. 

TITLE m-AMENDMENTS TO THE NATIONAL 

ENERGY CONSERVATION POLICY ACT 

Section 301. Authorization of Appropria
tions. 

Section 302 of the National Energy Con
servation Policy Act (NECPA) amends the 
Energy Policy and Conservation Act (EPCA) 
by adding sections 391 through 400 to pro
vide authority for the creation of energy 
conservation programs for schools and hos
pitals. New section 397 authorizes a total of 
$900 m1llion to be appropriated in fiscal 
years 1978 through 1980 to conduct these 
energy conservation programs. Congress has 
appropriated $300 m1llion of this amount for 
fiscal years 1978 and 1979. In fiscal year 1980, 
the Department of Energy (DOE) is request
ing no additional funding for this program. 
This means that total aooronriations through 
fiscal year 1980 fall $600 mlllion short of the 
original authorization. DOE is committed 
to this program and believes that the $900 
million authorized under NECPA is necessary 
for full implementation of this program. Be
cause of the delay in enactment of NECPA, 
additional time beyond that originally con-

templated is required to allocate prudently 
all of these funds. Therefore, this amend
ment to subsection (b) of new section 397 
extends the authorization for grants for en
ergy conservation projects in schools and 
hospitals through fiscal years 1981 and 1982, 
providing $300 million in each fiscal year. 
This amendment will allow the Congress to 
appropriate all of the $900 mlllion originally 
authorized for this program in fiscal years 
in which DOE will be able to use the funds. 

Subsection (c) of new section 397 is 
amended to extend through fiscal year 1983 
the authorization for funds to administer 
this program. This extension will insure that 
funds are available to administer and close 
out the program. 

TITLE IV-AWARDS 

Section 401 (a) adds a new section 661 to 
the Department of Energy Organization Act 
(DOE Act). The new section authorizes the 
Secretary of Energy to confer monetary or 
other types of awards upon an individual or 
upon an institution in recognition of an es
pecially meritorious contribution by that in
dividual or institution to tht: development, 
use, or control of energy. Before such an 
award may be made, however, the Secretary 
must obtain the approval of the President. 
In the case of monetary awards, the Secre
tary's authority is contingent upon the ava11-
ab111ty of a suitable appropriation. 

l'he language of the new section 661 is 
patterned upon, and is intended to be a re
placement for, the last sentence of section 
157(b) (3) of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, 
as amended. Two features of the section 157 
(b) (3) language are, however, omitted in the 
new section 661. The first of these is the re
quirement that the Secretary consult with 
the "General Advisory Committee" before 
granting an award. This committee no longer 
exists; it was established by section 26 of the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, which section 
was repealed by section 709 (c) ( 1) of the 
DOE Act. 

The second feature of the section 157(b) 
(3) language which is not incorporated in 
the new section 661 is the requirement that 
awards be confined to the recognition of 
contributions in the field of atomic energy. 
The effect of deleting the adjective "atomic" 
from the text of the new section 661 is to 
perm! t the Secretary to make a wards for 
contributions to the development, use, or 
control of both nuclear and non-nuclear en
ergy, without discrimination. 

Section 401(b) amends the Table of Con
tents of the DOE Act to reflect the addition 
of the new section 661. 

Section 401(c) repeals the last sentence of 
section 157(b) (3) of the Atomic Energy Act 
of 1954, as amended. Since all of the author
ity previously vested in the Secretary by the 
last sentence of section 157(b) (3) (as trans
ferred by section 301 (a) of the DOE Act) is 
vested anew by section 661, together with 
additional authorities, the last sentence of 
section 157(b) (3) may be repealed without 
diminishing the Secretary's authority in any 
respect. 

Section 401 (c) esta bUshes the effective 
date of its enactment. 

TITLE V-NAVAL PETROLEUM RESERVES 

Section 501 amends the Naval Petroleum 
Reserve Production Act of 1976 to delete the 
requirement that the Secretary of Energy 
provide adequate pipeline capacity to carry 
not less than 350,000 barrelc; of on per day 
(bid) out of Naval Petroleum R~serve No. 1 
(Elks Hllls, California) by April 5, 1979. 

The proposed amendment would leave the 
Secretary sufficient flexibility to determine 
whether it is necessary for the Federal gov
ernment to construct its own pipeline if in
sufficient pipeline capacity is available in 
private lines. It would further allow the Sec
retary to determine the size of a Govern
ment pipeline if one is constructed. 

Section 502 amends Section 201 (13) of 
Public Law 94-258 (Title 10, United States 
Code 7432) and abolishes the naval petro
leum reserves special account. The proposed 
amendment authorizes the appropriation of 
such sums as may be necessary for the op
eration, development, exploration, and pro
duction of the naval petroleum reserves. 
Such sums appropriated are to remain avail
able until expended. 

Section 503 proposes to transfer all funds 
in the naval petroleum reserves special ac
count into the miscellaneous receipts of the 
Treasury on the date of enactment of this 
section. 

Section 504 amends the table of sections, 
at the beginning of chapter 641 of Title 10, 
United States Code, to delete reference to 
the "Naval petroleum reserve special ac
count" and substitute therefor "Authoriza
ticn for appropriations". 

TITLE VI--GEOTHERMAL LOAN GUARANTEE 

PROG'aAM AMENDMENTS 

Section 601 would amend section 201 (g) 
of the Geothermal Energy Research, Devel
opment, and Demonstration Act of 1974 (88 
Stat. 1079) regarding interest payments 
of geothermal loan guarantees. Specifically, 
it would require all interest payments on 
government-guaranteed geothermal loans to 
be included in the gross income of the recip
ient for Federal income tax purposes. The 
purpose of this amendment is to bring the 
interest payment provisions of the geo
thermal program into general conformity 
with those governing other loan guarantee 
programs administered by the Department 
of Energy. 

Section 602 would remove the 10-year lim
itation upon the Secretary's authority to en
ter into interest assistance contracts. 

TITLE VII-ELECTRIC AND HYBRID VEHICLE 

LOAN GUARANTEE AMENDMENTS 

Section 701 would amend the Electric and 
Hybrid Vehicle Research, Development, and 
Demonstration Act of 1976 to provide that 
a loan guarantee fee shall be collected from 
the borrower of each loan guaranteed by the 
Administrator. The amount of the fee shall 
be fixed by the Administrator but cannot 
exceed one percent per annum of the out
standing indebtedness covered by the guar
antee. In fixing the amount of the fee, the 
Administrator must give due consideration 
to the objective of recovering the adminis
trative costs associated with the particular 
guarantee involved, as well as to the objec
tive of guarding the fund against depletion 
by those losses which may reasonably be an
ticipated. The fees which are collected must 
be deposited into the fund. 

Section 702 would remove the 7-year lim
itation upon the Administrator's authority to 
enter into interest assistance contracts. 

TITLE VIII-PRESIDENTIAL REPORT 

Section 801 would repeal section 403(c) of 
the Powerplant and Industrial Fuel Use Act 
of 1978, which requires the President to sub
mit annually to the Congress a detailed re
port on actions taken to implement section 
403 of that Act. Repeal of section 403(c) 
would leave unchanged the responsib111ty of 
the Secretary of Energy to report annually 
to the Congress on actions taken under the 
Act as a whole, including those taken under 
section 403. 

TITLE IX---cONSOLIDATION OF REPORTS 

Section 901 would permit the consolidated 
submission to the Congress of the annual 
report of the Department of Energy and two 
documents dealing with the proposed Na
tional Energy Policy Plan. Inasmuch as the 
latter documents are supplied on a biennial 
basis, the consolidation could be effected only 
during alternate years, and then only at the 
discretion of the President. The purpose of 
this amendment is to permit administrative 
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savings without reducing the information 
being supplied to the Congress.e 

By Mr. TALMADGE (for himself, 
Mr. NUNN, Mr. SASSER, Mr. 
STEWART, and Mr. THURMOND): 

S. 1364. A bill to amend the Federal 
,Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949 to permit State and county 
extension services, and any State agri
cultural experiment station, to obtain 
excess property from the United States; 
to the Committee on Governmental Af
fairs. 
e Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, to
day, with Senator NuNN, Senator SASSER, 
Senator STEWART, and Senator THUR
MOND, I am introducing a bill that would 
grant the Agricultural Extension Serv
ice the right to acquire Federal excess 
personal property. This is a right the 
Extension Service has had in the past, 
but one taken from them in the 94th 
Congress. 

As you know, during the 94th, legis
lation was introduced and ultimately 
passed "to establish an orderly, efficient, 
and fair system for distributing by do
nation Federal surplus personal prop
erty to public or nonprofit institutions 
for uses of a public character." This 
measure became Public Law 94-519 in 
October 1977. 

Congress felt that the abuse-ridden 
Government property program deserved 
revamping and restructuring. For the 
most part, I b.elieve that our efforts were 
successful. The General Services Admin
istmtion !\OW has the excess and State 
surplus property program under effi
cient and effective control. 

However, those who joined with me 
in proposing this bill do not believe that 
it was the expressed actual intent of the 
94th Congress to exclude the Agricul
tural Extension Service from acquiring 
excess property. We found no clear evi
dence that would support a specific in
tention by Congress to deny the Exten
sion Service the right to acquire excess 
property. 

Public Law 94-519, as it is currently 
interpreted, mandates that only a Fed
eral agency, or its grantee, may procure 
excess property. The grantee must, how
ever, pay into the U.S. Treasury a 25-
percent fee based on the initial acquisi
tion value of that property. The Exten
sion Service was ultimately denied the 
right to excess property only after the 
General Services Administration found, 
by definition, that the Extension Serv
ice was neither a Federal agency, nor a 
grantee. 

We agree that in the strictest sense the 
Agricultural Extension Service is not a 
Federal agency, nor should it be consid
ered as a grantee. In fact, the Extension 
Service is the educational agency of the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture and 
serves as the national office for the U.S. 
Cooperative Extension Service system. 

The national system includes a Co
operative Extension Service by that 
name, or "Agricultural Extension Serv
ice," at each of 52 land-grant universi
ties, and staffs in nearly all U.S. coun
ties. The name "cooperative extension" 
derives from financial and administrative 

arrangements involving three levels of 
government-Federal, State, and county. 

Through this unique network of Fed
eral-State-county relationships the 
Agricultural Extension Service conducts 
educational programs of significance in 
achieving local, State, and national goals. 
Within the nationwide system, research 
results of the land-grant universities, 
agricultural experiment stations, and 
USDA research agencies are directed 
toward solving problems of the American 
people. 

As it is presently written, Public Law 
94-519 does not recognize the unique rela
tionship the Agricultural Extension Serv
ice has with the U.S. Department of Agri
culture. Excess property as it was once 
used by the Cooperative Extension Serv
ice, was used in virtually the same man
ner as excess personal property acquired 
by the Forest Service in connection with 
its cooperative forest fire control pro
gram. 

The net effect of the omission from 
the Federal excess property program has 
been to deny continued access by the 
Extension Service offices to federally 
owned property for use in approved pro
grams of the USDA. Instead, such prop
erty is being donated to the State agen
cies for ~mrplus property where it is sub
sequently given to State and local agen
cies and certain nonprofit organizations. 

This is, of course, a meritorious use. 
However, commonsense says that the 
Federal Government should award itself, 
its agencies, departments, and their pro
grams, the first shot at Federal proper
ty. This being at the "excess" level. 

Although the Extension Service is 
eligible to compete for surplus property 
at the State level, by no means can it 
acquire property in the same quantity, 
or of the same quality, as it did before 
the enactment of Public Law 94-519. 

If sufficient property cannot be award
ed to the Agricultural Extension Service 
through the State surplus property pro
gram, and since the General Services 
Administration declared the Extension 
Service ineligible to receive excess prop
erty as a Federal agency, or grantee, the 
only avenue left for property acquisition 
is via the open market where the full 
price must be paid. 

In this day and age of fiscal respon
sibility and accountability, we are seek
ing a ''no-cost" remedy for an unfortu
nate congressional oversight. 

I wish to point out that I have also 
included the agricultural experiment 
stations in this bill as desirable par
ticipants in the Federal excess property 
program. 

The experiment stations, pursuant to 
the Hatch Act of 1887, conducts field 
research into agricultural crop and soil 
problems, as well as aiding in the devel
opment of new, hybrid crops. 

The research findings of the experi
ment stations are disseminated to the 
public through the Extension Service. As 
such, the programs of the Extension 
Service, and the experiment stations, 
have become an intrinsic and valuable 
part of the life of rural America. 

The desire to acquire Federal excess 
property by the Agricultural Extension 

Service, and the agricultural experuhent 
stations, is an important concern. To 
help assure the ongoing successes of 
these two fine programs I ask for your 
support of the bill I have introduced 
today. 

By Mr. INOUYE: 
S. 1365. A bill to direct the Secretary 

of the Department in which the U.S. 
Coast Guard is operating to cause the 
vessel Independence to be documented 
as a vessel of the United States so as to 
be entitled to engage in the coastwise 
trade; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 
• Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, recently 
I introduced legislation, S. 1281, which 
is intended to be a first step in the re
vitalization of our U.S. passenger fleet. 
My subcommittee has scheduled hear
ings on that measure for June 28, at 2 
p.m. 

Today, I am introducing another pro
posal for the same purpose. It relates to 
the SS Independence. 

While the issues involved in S. 1281, 
and the instant proposal differ, they 
have a common objective. 

At this point, I ask unanimous consent 
that a letter from Mr. Conrad H. C. 
Everhard, chairman of the Board of 
American Hawaiian Cruising Line Inc., 
the corporation which has contracted to 
purchase the SS Independence, be 
printed in the RECORD. In it he explains 
why legislation is necessary, and re
quests that it be introduced. 

My subcommittee therefore intends to 
consider this bill along with s. 1281, at 
our hearings on S. 1281 on June 28. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

AMERICAN HAWAIIAN 
CRUISING LINE, INC. , 

New York, N.Y. , June 18,1979. 
Hon. DANIEL K . INOUYE, 
Chai rman, Merchant Marine and Tourism 

Subcommittee of the Senate Commerce, 
Science and Transportation Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Our Ainerican-flag 
merchant marine has been in a state of de
cline far too long. Few opportunities have 
arisen to improve the situation. However, I 
am pleased to write you in my capacity as 
Chairman of the Board of Ainerican Ha
waiian Cruising Line, Inc., to ask respect
fully for your assistance with legislation 
which will advance the objectives of our na
tional maritime policy by revitalizing the 
once-great Ainerican-flag passenger service. 

The passenger vessel, the S .S. Independ
ence, was co::1structed in Quincy, Massachu
setts, !or Ainerican Export Lines, Inc., and 
flew the U.S. flag for many years. Following 
approval by the Congress, the ship was trans
ferred to the Panamanian flag in 1974. For 
the past several years, the vessel has been 
laid-up in Hong Kong. But now this proud 
vessel stands on the verge of becoming once 
again an economically viable component of 
our U.S. shipping fleet . 

Last year, my Company contracted to pur
chase the Independence from the Atlantic 
Far East Lines, Inc. , a Liberian corporation, 
with the intention of extensively renovating 
the vessel and operating it strictly as a cruise 
ship among the Hawaiian Islands on voy
ages to various ports, beginning early next 
year. On-board services would include lodg
ing, entertainment, and various meal plans. 
At each port of call , guided motorco~ch shore 
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excursions, moped/bicycle rentals, and shut
tle beach transportation would be offered. 

Because the Independence was partially 
constructed with MARAD subsidy funds, the 
Administration was requested to approve the 
transfer of the vessel to U.S. registry and 
flag. On February 6, 1979, MARAD cleared 
the transfer of the Independence, subject to 
the further approval of the Coast Guard. 
Full disclosure w.as made to MARAD regard
ing the qualification of American Hawaiian 
as a U.S. citizen within the meaning of the 
shipping acts. We are enclosing herewith 
information regarding American Hawaiian's 
officers, directors and shareholders that was 
furnished MARAD. 

The legislation in question would allow the 
Independence to be redocumented as a 
United States vessel with full privileges of 
engaging in the coastwise trade. This legis
lation appears to be required because the 
Department of Transportation has inter
preted section 27 of the Merchant Marine 
Act of 1920 (46 U.S.C. 883) as preventing this 
ship from entering the coastwise trade after 
its return to U.S. registry. American Ha
waiian has initiated the procedures to ob
tain a certlflcate of registration from the 
Coast Guard. However, the Coast Guard has 
held that the Independence cannot engage 
in the coastwise trade under the first pro
viso in section 27 because it was sold for
eign, and, therefore, legislation is required 
to authorize the inter-Hawallan cruise ven
ture my Company plans. An additional pos
sible impediment to coastwise trade is that 
in the Coast Guard's view, the installation 
of a bow thruster in a shipyard in Taiwan 
might constitute "rebuilding" of the vessel 
under the second proviso of section 27. 

The benefits that would accrue from en
actment of this legislation to the State of 
Hawall and to the nation in these difficult 
economic times are manifold: 

1. Hundreds of jobs would be created in the 
American seafaring and related maritime in
dustries and services. 

2. Maintenance and repairs to the vessel, 
after its return to U.S. registry, wlll be made 
in U.S. shipyards, thus providing a much
needed boost to our nation's sagging ship
yard industry. 

3. The cruise trade wlll require the pur
chase of goods and services from virtually 
every other sector of our economy. 

4. The ship will keep tourist dollars in the 
U.S. and stimulate the flow of tourists, par
ticularly from Japan and Europe, thereby 
boosting our balance of payments. In view 
of the present state of our economy, we must 
begin now to encourage ut111zatlon of every 
possible resource in developing new initia
tives in foreign trade and tourism. 

5. The United States as a leading marl
time power is now noticeably deficient in 
shipping capacity under its own flag, and is 
virtually completely dependent on the ves
sels of other nations, including the Russians 
and other Communist countries, for cruise 
and passenger ship service. The new inter
Hawaiian Island operation would be a ma
jor step to restoring the American presence 
in this very important area of trade. 

6. The restoration of this important ship 
to active status will also strengthen our na
tion's military preparedness posture. By law, 
the Independence must be made available 
to the United States for purchase or charter 
as a naval aux111ary in time of emergency. 
These national defense objectives would be 
clearly enhanced if the ship was restored 
to active condition and operated 1n Hawa11an 
waters. 

7. My Company presently has on option to 
purchase the former S.S. Constitution, which 
is laid-up in Hong Kong. We intend to enter 
this vessel also in the inter-Hawaiian cruise 
trade following the passage of the necessary 
legislation and the successful debut of the 
Independence, thus doubling the benefits 
discussed above. 

The entry of these two great ships-the 
Independence and the Constitution--into the 
domestic Hawallan Island service would be 
among the most innovative and constructive 
developments for the U.S. Merchant Marine 
in recent years. It .is absolutely essential to 
understand and to take advantage of the 
fact that the return of these vessels to the 
American flag and their use in the American 
trades wm be accomplished entirely with 
private capital. Public or government funds 
will not be involved in any way whatsoever. 
On the contrary, the Independence and Con
stitution will be a source of increased tax 
revenue for our federal and state treasuries. 

Because you have championed the 
rejuvenation of the American-flag domest.tc 
cruise trade, we sincerely hope that you will 
be amenable to sponsoring the blll to per
mit the Independence to carry passengers 
among the Hawaiian Islands and that you 
wlll hold early hearings on the legislation 
in your Subcommittee. 

We are taking the liberty of enclosing a 
draft of a bill which mlgh t be of assistance 
to you and the Subcommittee staff. If there 
is any further information we can provide, 
please contact me or George Carneal at our 
Washington attorneys, Hogan & Hartson. 

With kind regards, 
Sincerely, 

CONRAD H. C. EVERHARD, 
Chairman of the Board. 

AMERICAN HAWAllAN CRUISING LINE INC., 
WALL STREET PLAZA, SUITE 1840, NEW 
York, N.Y. 10005 
(Incorporated in the State of Delaware, 

December 5, 1978.) 
OFFICERS AND CITIZENSHIP 

Conrad H. C. Everhard, Chairman of the 
Board, U.S. 

Robert Suan, Treasurer, U.S. 
Daisy Woo, Secretary, U.S. 

DIRECTORS 
Conrad H. C. Everhard, U.S. 
Robert Suan, U.S. 
C. C. Yin, U.S. 
Alice King, U.S. 
Mary Liu, U.S. 
Daisy Woo, U.S. 

SHAREHOLDERS 
Universal Development Corporation, char

tered in 1960 under the laws of the State of 
California; 79 percent of UDC's stock is 
owned by citizens of the United States. 150 
shares. 

George Tong, a U.S. citizen. 10 shares. 
Conrad H. C. Everhard, a U.S. citizen. 10 

shares. 
Alice King, a U.S. citizen. 10 shares. 
Mary Liu, a U.S. citizen. 10 shares. 
Robert Suan, a U.S. citizen. 8 shares. 
Daisy Woo, a U.S. citizen. 2 shares.e 

By Mr. McGOVERN <for himself, 
Mr. MELCHER, Mr. YOUNG, Mr. 
PRYOR, Mr. BOREN, Mr. COCH
RAN, Mr. STEWART, and Mr. 
DoLE): 

S. 1367. A bill to amend the Agricul
tural Act of 1949 to extend the applica
bility of the prevented planting and dis
aster provisions of such act to the 1980 
and 1981 crops of rice, cotton, feed 
grains, and wheat; to the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, on 
behalf of myself and Senators MELCHER, 
YOUNG, PRYOR, BOREN, COCHRAN, STEW
ART, and DoLE, I introduce a bill to 
amend the Agricultural Act of 1949, to 
extend the applicability of the preven
tive planning and disaster payments of 
that act to the 1980 and 1981 crops of 
rice, cotton, feed grains, and wheat. 

I send the bill to the desk and ask 
that it be appropriately referred, and 
I ask unanimous consent that the bill be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

s. 1367 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That sub
paragraphs (B) and (C) of paragraph (4) 
of section 101 (h) of the Agricultural Act of 
1949 (7 U.S.C. 1441 (h) (4) (B) and (C) 
are amended by striking out "1978 and 1979 
crops" and inserting in lieu thereof "1978 
through 1981 crops". 

SEc. 2. Subparagraphs (A) and (B) of 
paragraph (5) of section 103 (f) of the 
Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1444 (f) 
(5) (A) and (B)) are amended by striking 
out "1978 and 1979 crops" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "1978 through 1981 crops". 

SEc. 3. Subparagraphs (A) and (B) of 
paragraph (2) of section 105A (b) of the 
Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1444c 
(b) (2) (A) and (B)) are amended by strik
ing out "1978 and 1979 crops" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "1978 through 1981 crops". 

SEc. 4. Subparagraphs (A) and (B) . of 
paragraph (2) of section 107A (b) of the 
Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1445 (b) 
(2) (A) and (B)) are amended by striking 
out "1978 and 1979 crops" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "1978 through 1981 crops". 

By Mr. HATFIELD: 
S. 1369. A bill to designate certain 

National Forest System lands in the 
State of Oregon for inclusion in the na
tional wilderness preservation system; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources. 

OREGON WILDERNESS ACT OF 1979 

• Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I am 
today introducing legislation which re
ftects the President's recommendations 
on perhaps one of the most significant 
natural resource questions facing my 
State. After a comprehensive wilderness 
study on all roadless areas, conducted by 
the Forest Service under RARE n, the 
President made his recommendations 
for those lands he wishes Congress to 
designate as wilderness. 

In order that a variety of points of 
view may be considered on a matter of 
this importance, I add this proposal to 
the one introduced on March 28 of 
this year, which reftects the recom
mendations of Oregon's Governor. 

While the President's recommenda
tions included additions to the wilder
ness preservation system on a national 
basis, I have included only those per
taining to my State. Having this legisla
tive proposal before Congress will help 
bring a focus to the field hearings which 
I have scheduled in Oregon early in July. 
In addition, I am hopeful that it can 
help bring to a speedy resolution the 
issue of wilderness designation, in order 
that those lands recommended for non
wilderness may be returned for their 
designated purposes under the local for
est's land management planning proc
ess. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the bill be printed in the REc
ORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 



June 18, 1979 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 15239 
s. 1369 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Oregon Wilderness 
Act of 1979." 

FINDINGS AND POLICY 

SEc. 2. (a) The Congress finds that-
( 1) many areas of undeveloped public 

lands possess and exhibit outstanding natu
ral characteristics giving them high values as 
wilderness and will, 1f properly preserved, 
contribute as an enduring resource of wil
derness for the benefit of the American peo
ple; and 

(2) review and evaluation of road.less and 
undeveloped lands on the National Forest 
System lands in Oregon have identified those 
areas which, on the basis of their landform, 
ecosystem, associated wildlife, and location 
will help to fulfill the National Forest Sys
tem's share of a quality National Wilderness 
Preservation System. 

(b) Therefore, the Congress declares that 
it is in the national interest that these iden
tified areas be promptly designated as com
ponents of the National Wilderness Preser
vation System in order to promote, perpetu
ate and preserve the wilderness character of 
the land and its specific multiple values for 
protection of watersheds and wildlife habi
tat, scenic and historic preservation, scien
tific research and educational use, primitive 
recreation, solitude and physical and mental 
challenge, and inspiration !or the benefit of 
all the American people of present and fu
ture generations. 

DESIGNATION OF WILDERNESS AREAS 

SEc. 3. In furtherance of the purpose of 
the Wilderness Act and in accord with the 
Forest a.nd Rangeland Renewable Resources 
Planning Act of 1974, as amended by the 
National Forest Management Act of 1976, 
the following National Forest System lands 
in Oregon listed herein as New Wilderness 
or as Wilderness Additions totalling about 
415330 acres and as generally depicted on 
maps appropriately referenced, dated 1979, 
on file in the office of Chief, Forest Service, 
U.S. Department o! Agriculture, are hereby 
designated as components of the National 
Wilderness Preservation System: 

(a) New Wildernesses-
( 1) Salmon Butte Wilderness, 8,300 acres, 

Mt. Hood National Forest. 
(2) Bull-of-the-Woods Wilderness, 26,700 

acres Mt. Hood and wmamette National 
Forests. 

(3) Columbia Wilderness, 40,900 acres, Mt. 
Hood National Forest. 

(4) Black Canyons Wilderness, 13,400 acres, 
Ochoco National Forest. 

(5) Sky Lakes Wilderness, 113,000 acres, 
Rogue River and Winema National Forests. 

(6) Maamza Flats Wilderness, 9,200 acres, 
Rogue River and Umpqua National Forests. 

(7) Sphagnum Bog Wilderness, 6,800 acres, 
Rogue River National Forest. 

(8) Red Blanket Wilderness, 5,100 acres, 
Rogue River National Forest. 

(9) Oregon Coast Wilderness, 6,500 acres, 
Siuslaw National Forest. 

(10) Umpqua Spit Wilderness, 2,370 acres, 
Siuslaw National Forest. 

(11) Limpy Rock Wilderness, 6,700 acres, 
Umpqua National Forest. 

( 12) Park Winema Wilderness, 5,400 acres, 
Umpqua and Winema National Forests. 

(13) Panhandle North Wilderness, 2,700 
acres, Winema National Forest. 

(14) Panhandle South Wilderness, 1,330 
acres, Winema National Forest. 

(15) Wlndigo-Thlelson Wilderness, 55,000 
acres, Winema, Deschutes, and Umpqua Na
tional Forests. 

(b) Wilderness Additions-
( 1) Mt. Washington Wilderness Additions, 

6,300 acres, Deschutes and Wlllamette Na
tional Forests. 

(2) Diamond Peak Wilderness Addition, 
8,200 acres, Deschutes National Forest. 

(3) Three Sisters Wilderness Addition, 
27,300 acres, Deschutes National Forest. 

(4) Gearhart Mountain Wilderness Addi
tion, 3,730 acres, Fremont National Forest. 

(5) Strawberry Mountain Wilderness Addi
tion, 35,100 acres, Malheur National Forest. 

(6) Eagle Cap Wilderness Addition, 31,300 
acres, Wallowa-Whitman National Forest. 
This fulfills the requirement of Sec. 4 of the 
Act of October 21, 1972 (86 Stat. 1026), con
cerning the Lower Mlnam Wilderness Study 
Area. 

FILING OF MAPS AND DESCRIPTIONS 

SEc. 4. As soon as practicable after this act 
takes effect, the Secretary of Agriculture shall 
file a map and a legal description of each 
Wilderness with the Energy and Natural Re
sources Committee, United States Senate, 
and the Interior and Insular Affairs Commit
tee, House of Representatives, and such 
description shall have the same force and 
effect as 1f included in this act: Provided, 
however, That correction o! clerical and typo
graphical errors in such legal description and 
map may be made. 

ADMINISTRATION OF WILDERNESS 

SEc. 5. Each Wilderness designated by this 
act shall be administered by the Secretary of 
Agriculture in accordance with the provisions 
o! the Wilderness Act of 1964 governing areas 
designated by that act as wilderness areas, 
except that any reference in such provisions 
to the effective date of the Wilderness Act 
shall with regard to the areas designated by 
this act be deemed to be a reference to the 
effective date of this act.e 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
s. 222 

At the request of Mr. DuRKIN, the Sen
ator from Rhode Island <Mr. CHAFEE) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 222, the 
Alaska Nation~! Interest Lands Conser
vation Act of 1979. 

s. 446 

At the request of Mr. WILLIAMS, the 
Senator from Indiana <Mr. BAYH) was 
added a.s a cosponsor of S. 446, the Equal 
Employment Opportunity for the Handi
c~pped Act of 1979. 

s. 464 

At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the Sen
ator from Nebraska <Mr. ZoRINSKY) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 464, a bill to 
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954 to expand the category of targeted 
groups, for whom new employee credit 
is ~ vailable, to include displaced home
makers. 

s. 471 

At the requ~t of Mr. INOUYE, the Sen
ator · from Connecticut (Mr. RIBICOFF) 
.was added as a cosponsor of S. 471, a bill 
to amend title 10, United States Code, to 
authorize former members of the Armed 
Forces who are totally disabled, as a re
sult of .service-connected disability, to 
travel on military aircraft in the same 
manner and to the same extent as re
tired members of Armed Forces ~re per
mitted to travel on such aircraft. 

s. 474 

At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the Sen
ator from Alaska <Mr. STEVENS) was 
added a.s a cosponsor of S. 474, a blll to 
amend chapter 34 of title 38, United 
St~tes Code, to authorize the Adminis
trator of the Veterans' Administration to 
extend, under certain circumstances, the 

period within which veterans must com
plete a program of eduaction under such 
chapter. 

s. 753 

At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the Sen
ator from South Dakota <Mr. PRESSLER), 
the Senator from Connecticut (Mr. 
WEICKER), and the Senator from Mas
sachusetts (Mr. TsoNGAs) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 753, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to in
crease the amount of the credit for the 
elderly and to adjust the adjusted gross 
income limitation. 

s. 1008 

At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the Sen
ator from Maryland (Mr. SARBANES) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 1008, a bill to 
amend the Social Security Act to provide 
for the inclusion of services of licensed 
registered nurses under medicare and 
medicaid. 

s. 1112 

At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the Sen
ator from Ohio (Mr. METZENBAUM) Was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 1112, a bill to 
eliminate the exemption for Congress or 
for the United States from the applica
tion of certain provisions of Federal law 
relating to employment, privacy, and so
cial security, and for other purposes. 

s. 1125 

At the request of Mr. HUDDLESTON, the 
Senator from Georgia <Mr. TALMADGE). 
the Senator from South Carolina (Mr. 
HoLLINGS) , the Senator from Indiana 
(Mr. BAYH), the Senator from Georgia 
<Mr. NUNN), the Senator from North 
Carolina <Mr. MORGAN), and the Senator 
from North Dakota <Mr. YouNG) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1125, a bill to 
improve and expand the Federal crop 
insumnce program, and for other pur
poses. 

s. 1163 

At the request of Mr. DoLE, the Senator 
from South Carolina <Mr. HoLLINGs) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 1163, a 
bill to repeal the carryover basis provi
sions. 

s. 1176 

At the request of Mr. STEvENs, the 
Senator from Texas <Mr. TowER), the 
Senator from Utah <Mr. GARN), the 
Senator from Utah <Mr. HATCH), the 
Senator from Wyoming <Mr. SIMPSON), 
the Senator from Nevada <Mr. LAxALT), 
the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BELL
MON), the Senator from California <Mr. 
HAYAKAWA), and the Senator from Ari
zona (Mr. GoLDWATER) were added as co
sponsors of S. 1176, a bill to amend the 
act entitled "An Act for the Preservation 
of American Antiquities," a.nd to amend 
the act entitled "Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act of 1976." 

s. 1268 

At the request of Mr. BAYH, the Sena
tor from Kentucky <Mr. FoRD) was added 
as a cosponsor of S. 1268, the Gasohol 
Marketing Freedom Act. 

s. 1287 

At the request of Mr. GOLDWATER, the 
Senator from Utah <Mr. GARN) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 128·7, a bill to 
repeal the earnings ceiling of the Social 
Security ACt for all beneficiaries age 65 
or older. 
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s. 1313 

At the request of Mr. MoYNmAN, the 
Senator from New York <Mr. JAVITS) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 1313, a bill 
to amend the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act, as amended. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 184-SUBMIS
SION OF A RESOLUTION WITH 
RESPECT TO THE MATTER OF 
JOSEF MENGELE 
Mr. HELMS submitted the following 

resolution, which was referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations: 

S. REs. 184 
Whereas Josef Mengele, known as the 

"Angel of Death", while resident doctor of 
the Auschwitz concentration camp was re
sponsible for the torture and death of more 
than 200,000 children; and 

Whereas Josef Mengele conducted cruel 
and inhuman surgery and experiments upon 
children to develop ways to manipulate the 
genetic structure of human beings; and 

Whereas Josef Mengele worked to develop 
new methods of sterilization to promote acts 
of genocide against Jews, Slavs, and other 
European peoples; and 

Whereas in 1959, authorities of the Federal 
Republic of Germany issued a warrant for 
the arrest of Josef Mengele and have re
peatedly requested hls extradition to stand 
trial 1n the Federal Republic of Germany 
for murder; and 

Whereas evidence indicates that "Josef 
Mengele" was granted Paraguayan citizen
ship on November 27, 1959; and 

Whereas Paraguay signed the Interna
tional Convention on the Prevention and 
Punishment of the Crime of Genocide on 
December 11, 1948: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Sen
ate that the President of the United States 
should immediately call upon Paraguay to 
apprehend and extradite Josef Mengele to 
stand trial in the Federal Republic of Ger
many. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 185-SUBMIS
SION OF A RESOLUTION TO COM
MEND THE CITY OF LAMOURE, 
N.DAK. 

Mr. YOUNG submitted the following 
resolution, which was referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary: 

S. RES. 185 
Whereas the City o! LaMoure, North 

Dakota, has been named an All American 
city of 1978-79; and 

Whereas the All American City designa
tion recognizes special achievement in com
munity action through citizen participation; 
and 

Whereas LaMoure was honored !or its im
proved health care service and the creation 
of an economic development program to sus
tain the vitality of the city; Now, therefore 
~~ . 

Resolved, That the Senate recognizes the 
City of LaMoure and its residents !or their 
outstanding efforts in making their city an 
"All American City." 

• Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, today 1 
am submitting a resolution commending 
my home town of LaMoure, N. Dak., for 
their achievement in being designated an 
All American City for 1978-79, by the Na
tional Municipal League. 

LaMoure was one of only 11 cities in 
the United States to win this recogni
tion. This achievement is due to a city 

that is . totally committed to improving 
their community in every way posssible. 
The honor accorded them was based 
largely upon the improved health care 
services they made possible in a small, 
rural community. This is something that 
is only achieved by a city that has out
standing leaders greatly interested in 
the improvement of their community. 

Mr. President, LaMoure was also rec
ognized for their economic development 
program. In the past 8 years, the resi
dents of LaMoure have taken great 
strides in making this community a 
much better and more pleasant place to 
live. In this short time, this community 
has built a new high school, nursing 
home, low income elderly housing proj
ect, a civic center, the LaMoure Dam 
and Lake, and the Omega City Plaza, a 
shopping mall currently housing 13 busi
nesses. This could not have been accom
plished without the dedication and hard 
work of LaMoure's 1,100 residents and 
I am very proud of these outstanding 
accomplishments in my home town of 
LaMoure.e 

SENATE RESOLUTION 187-BUBMIS
SION OF A RESOLUTION CON
CERNING THE SALE OF SAN 
CLEMENTE 
Mr. HART submitted the following 

resolution, which was referred to the 
Committee on Governmental Aiiairs: 

s. RES. 187 
Whereas, It 1s the policy of the United 

States that no present or former Federal 
official should derive personal gain from the 
use of public funds in connection with con
struction, renovation, landscaping or im
provements on the property of such otllclal 
or the acquisition of equipment or articles 
tor u se on such property, and 

Whereas, the Presidential Protection 
Assistance Act of 1976 (18 U.S.C. 3056) pro
vides the statutory basis for reclamation of 
public funds used for construction, renova
tion, landscaping, improvements, equipment 
or articles on the property of such otllcials: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that the Director of the Secret service and. 
the Administrator ot General Services shall 
take such actions as may be necessary to ob
tain reimbursement in an amount by which 
any construction, renovation, improvements, 
equipment or articles paid for by the Federal 
Government of the United States have in
creased the fair market value of the estate 
known as San Clemente located in the State 
of California at the time of and upon its 
sale by former President Richard M. Nixon. 

o Mr. HART. Mr. President, today I am 
submitting a resolution to put the Senate 
on record in support of prohibiting per
sonal gain ·by employees and officials of 
the Federal Government at public ex
pense. The resolution specifically seeks 
reimbursement to the Treasury of any 
gain made in the sale of former President 
Nixon's residence at San Clemente which 
resulted from improvements made to 
that property from Federal funds. 

Mr. President, the American public is 
shocked, outraged and saddened by the 
steady stream of Federal officials ac
cused, and in some cases convicted, of 
using their official positions to person
ally profit at taxpayer expense. People 
rightfully see these actions as an abuse 

of their trust in their Government. As a 
result, that trust has been jeopardized 
and the public confidence and credibility 
of Government eroded. 

The sale by former President Nixon 
of his residence at San Clemente pre
sents a test of our dedication to good 
Government ethics. Substantial public 
expense was incurred to improve San 
Clemente, most of which was necessary 
at the time for purposes of security and 
official function. However, the sale of 
the residence precludes its further use 
in the public interest. The public's finan
cial investment should be returned to 
the Treasury. 

My resolution calls for the pertinent 
Federal agencies, in this case the Secret 
Service and the General Services Ad
ministration, to insure that any gain 
realized upon the sale of San Clemente, 
which resulted from those publicly
financed improvements, is repaid. Those 
agencies already have the necessary 
statutory authority. This resolution 
merely seeks the prompt and fair ad
ministration of that authority. 

Mr. President, this resolution is not 
intended to single out or discriminate 
against Mr. Nixon. Its intent is to sup
port a policy which should be applied 
to all Federal employees and · officials, 
past, present and future-: I urge my 
colleagues to join me in support of this 
policy now and in the future. I ask them 
to help keep the trust, confidence, and 
credibility of the American public in 
their Government officials.• 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED FOR 
PRINTING 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMIS
SION AUTHORIZATIONS ACT-S. 
562 

AMENDMENT NO . 235 

<Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. McGOVERN submitted an amend
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
s. 562, a bill to authorize appropria
tions to the Nuclear Regulatory Com
mission in accordance with section 261 
of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as 
amended, and section 305 of the Energy 
Reorganization Act of 1974, as amended. 
and for other purposes. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, today 
I am pleased to submit an amendment 
I plan to offer to S. 562, the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission authorization 
which is tentatively scheduled for fioor 
action next week. I offer this amend
ment on behalf of myself and Senators 
RIEGLE, LAXALT, BUMPERS, GRAVEL, BAU
CUS, HATFIELD, LEAHY, MATSUNAGA, CAN
NON, METZENBAUM, and EAGLETON. 

This amendment comes to grips with 
the important issue of State rights re
garding site selection for the disposal of 
nuclear waste. Specifically, this amend
ment would allow any State under con
sideration for a nuclear waste disposal 
site to request the convening of a task 
force comprised of appropriate Federal 
officials, the Governor of the affected 
State, and appropriate local representa-
tives. The purpose of this task force 
would be to allow considerable input and 
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interaction with the Federal Govern
ment in the site selection process. 

The State role of waste facility siting 
has been overlooked since the beginning 
of the Federal nuclear waste manage
ment program. In 1975, ERDA inherited. 
the responsibility of recommending and 
carrying out the Nation's waste manage
ment policy. This responsibility is over
whelming because, without success, the 
potential for major development of 
nuclear energy comes to a halt, or even 
worse, it means that the long list of 
disposal failures will continue. It is ap
parent that this effort must be a united 
effort by both Federal and State 
Governments. 

Initial Federal efforts at waste facility 
siting responded only to a State's need 
to be notified of its consideration as a 
possible site. But the final regulation 
directed at the last phase of the siting 
process simply states that "ERDA will 
make all decisions regarding the location 
of a repository." 

We have made little progress since 
that time in terms of firm policy and 
legislative commitments to States that 
their rights are a11irmed. However, the 
Interagency Review Group, established 
by the President in 1977, published its 
report in March 1979, establishing the 
basis for administration policy on long
term nuclear waste management pro
grams. This report stated: 

The IRG does not believe that a policy 
preference for either exclusive Federal Su
premacy or State veto is appropriate at this 
time. The ma, does believe, however, and 
recommends that the consultation and con
currence approach should be adopted . . . 
Under this approach the State has a con
tinuing ab111ty to participate in activities at 
an points throughout the course of activity 
and if it deems it appropriate to prevent the 
continuance of federal activities. 

This amendment is entirely consistent 
with the policy objectives stressed by the 
IRG report. The Department of Energy 
has already gone on record that they are 
pursuing this policy. However, given the 
previous breakdowns in Federal-State 
relations on this important issue, I be
lieve we must legislatively recognize the 
rights of our State governments. 

This amendment, would guarantee 
States a voice in the councils of Federal 
energy decisionmaking. It does nothing 
more and nothing less than allow the 
people most directly affected to exert 
minimal control over decisions made af
fecting their lives. 

Mr. President, I am introducing the 
amendment today because I want to give 
Senators an opportunity to familiarize 
themselves with it before we consider 
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission au
thorization, which I understand is ten
tatively scheduled for floor action next 
week. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. It may be 
this week. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of this amendment 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the amend
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

AMENDMENT No. 235 
On page 19, insert the following after line 

16: 
SEc. 208. Cha.pter 19 of the Atomic Energy 

Act of 1954 is amended by inserting the fol
lowing new section after section 241: 

"SEc. 242. Notice to States With Regard to 
Dispos1111 of Nuclear Waste.-

"a. Except a.s may otherwise be provided, 
the Chairman shall notify (and publish such 
notice in the Federal Register) the Governor, 
the presiding officers of the various chambers, 
Where a.ppltcable, of a State legislature, and 
where applicable, the Tribal Council of any 
affected Indian tribe, of its intent to explore 
a site in such State, or within an Indian res
ervation, !or the purpose of establishing, 
evaluating, or contracting for construction 
of fac111ties intended for the storage or dis
posal of radioactive materials. 

"b. Except as may otherwise be provided, 
the Chairman shall, after making the notifi
cation required by subsection a., and upon 
the request of the Governor of an affected 
State or an affected Tribal Council, establish 
a Federal and State Radioactive Materials 
Management Com.m.Lssion (hereinafter in 
this section referred to as the 'Com.m.Lssion') 
for the purpose of achieving, in an expedi
tious manner, substantial concurrence be
tween the State, the affected Indian tribe, 
and the Department of Energy for each pro
posal made by the Department of Energy 
regarding site selection, evaluation, contract
ing, or construction of fac111ties intended for 
the management and storage of radioactive 
materials including high-level defense waste, 
spent fuel reactor assemblies, transuranic 
materials and other mid- and high-level ra
dioactive materials. 

"c. The Commission shall consist of-
"(1) the appropriate officials !rom the 

Nuclear Regulatory Commission designated 
by the Chairman, 

"(2) a representative from the Department 
of Energy designated by the Secretary, 

"(3) a represent ative from the United 
Sta.tes Geological Survey, 

"(4) the Governor of each affected St ate, 
or his designated representative, 

" ( 5) a representative of any affected Tribal 
Council, 

"(6) not to exceed six State or local offi
cials, or interested citizens from the affected 
State designated by the Governor, in consul
tation with the leadership of the State legis
lature, 

"(7) such other individuals to be selected 
at the discretion of the Chairman or the 
Governor of the affected State. 

"d. The Commission shall meet to exam
ine all proposed actions to be taken under 
subsection a., with the objective of achieving 
substantial concurrence on each and any 
socioeconomic, institutional, technical, en
vironmental, health, and safety issues asso
ciated with such action. 

"e. In the event that the Commission rep
resentatives of the affected State determine 
that concurrence cannot be achieved with 
regard to any proposed action, the Governor, 
in consultation with the other Commission 
members !rom the affected St at e, shall file a 
report stating his objections and identify 
acceptable alternatives. 

"f. The State legislature of any affected 
State may by joint or concurrent resolution 
or by law, or in those States with a unicam
eral legislature 'by single resolution, or by 
other powers subject to each State's consti
tution concur or issue nonconcurrence with 
the decision ~! the Commission. 

"g. No Federal agency or its representa
tive shall proceed with any project !or stor
age or disposal of radioactive materials un
less the State has determined that its objec
tions have been resolved.". 

DIRECT ELECTION OF THE PRESI
DENT AND VICE PRESIDENT
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 28 

AMENDMENT NO. 236 

Mr. WEICKER submitted an amend
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
Senate Joint Resolution 28, a joint reso
lution proposing an amendment to the 
Constitution to provide for the direct 
popular election of the President and 
Vice President of the United States. 
0 Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I am 
today submitting a substitute amend
ment to Senate Joint Resolution 28 <the 
direct election resolution) to abolish the 
office of Presidential elector and require 
that all of each State's electoral votes 
would be awarded to the Presidential 
ticket carrying the popular vote in that 
State. 

The amendment I propose has been 
referred to as the "automatic plan'' and 
represents a reasoned alternative to 
other plans for reform of the electoral 
college system for the election of the 
President. Fundamentally, the auto
matic plan would work like the present 
procedure except that the possibility of 
an elector voting for someone other than 
his or her party's nominee would be 
eliminated. 

Thus, my amendment seeks to cure a 
major defect of, rather than scrap, the 
electoral vote system. The possibility of 
the so-called "faithless elector" is very 
real, if infrequent; a brief survey of 
recent elections turns up a number of 
faithless or unpledged electors who have 
voted their whims and prejudices. The 
potential of such actions dictating the 
outcome of a presidential election cannot 
be discounted. 

As the Senate Report (95-609) on 
Senate Joint Resolution 1, the prede
cessor of Senate Joint Resolution 28 in 
the 95th Congress, states: 

. .. In nearly all of the states, according 
to state laws, the party electoral slate that 
wins a st at ewide or popular vote plurality is 
awarded all of the st at e electoral votes. Four 
States-Alaska, Florida, Oklahoma, and Ore
gon-require electors to pledge t hemselves, 
or swear an oath, to vote for their party nom
inees. In approximately one-third of the 
states there are statutory provisions requir
ing electors to vote for the candidates of 
t heir party. The constit utionality of these 
pledges and the statutory requirements, how
ever, are very doubtful. See Ray v. Blair, 343 
u .s . 214 (1952). 

. . . A Senate report published in 1806 
caustically noted that the free and inde
pendent electors had "degenerated into mere 
agents in a case which requires no agency 
and where the agent must be useless 1! he is 
faithful and dangerous if he is not." More 
than 145 years later, however, the elector 
stm retains this constitutionally guaranteed 
independence. In January 1969, Congress 
confirmed this 18th century prerogative by 
accepting the vote of a popularly chosen Re
publican elector from North Carolina who 
had cast his vote in the Electoral College for 
George Wallace, the American Independent 
Party candid81te. Again in 1973, a Republican 
elector from Virginia was allowed to cast his 
vote for one Dr. John Hospers of the Libera
tion Party. An elector from Washington, Mike 
Padden, cast his vote for his personal choice, 
Ronald Reagan in 1976. 
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Mr. President, the debate on reform 
or replacement of the electoral college 
system has produced often conflicting 
conclusions as to the relative advantages 
or disadvantages of alternative systems 
of presidential election. 

It is my considered opinion that our 
current system requires candidates to 
achieve broadbased support for election, 
whereas, a direct election system might 
allow a candidate with overwhelming 
appeal in one region to take office. The 
electoral college, therefore, forces candi
dates to speak to issues and regions they 
might otherwise ignore. 

I am aware of the contrary arguments 
of my colleagues on the other side of this 
issue and respect their conclusions. Pro
ponents and opponents of the direct elec
tion amendment offer various quantita
tive analyses to buttress their positions. 
However, I submit that the various inter
pretations of the raw data, "independent 
biases," and methodologies of compara
tive analysis, all serve to confuse more 
than to clarify what is fundamentally 
a constitutional issue. 

After all the debating points are 
scored, the Senate might well heed the 
words of then Senator John F. Kennedy, 
who in 1956 forcefully argued against 
radical departure from our traditional 
system of electing the President, con
cluding: 

Today we have an electoral vote system 
which gives both large States and small 
States certain advantages and disadvantages 
that offset each other. 

I am not convinced that a compelling 
argument for replacing the electoral vote 
system has been made. Therefore, I pro
pose eliminating not the system but a 
major flaw in that system. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the amendment be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the amend
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

AMENDMENT No. 236 
Beginning with page 2, line 3, strike out 

all through page 4, line 6, and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

"ARTICLE-
" SECTION 1. The President and the Vice 

President shall be elected as provided in this 
article. No person constitutionally ineligible 
for the omce of President shall be eligible for 
that of Vice President. 

"SEc. 2. On the Tuesday next after the 
first Monday in November of the year preced
ing the year in which the regular term of the 
President is to, begin, unless the Congress 
shall by law appoint a different day, there 
shall be held in each State and in the District 
of Columbia an election in which the people 
thereof shall cast their votes for President 
and for Vice President. In such election, each 
voter shall cast a single vote for two persons, 
one a candidate for President and the other 
a candidate for Vice President, who shall have 
consented to the joining of their names on 
the ballot. No candidate shall consent to the 
joinder of his name with that of more than 
one other person. The places and manner of 
holding the election shall be prescribed in 
each State by the legislature thereof but shall 
be subject to regulation by the Congress. The 
voters in each State shall have the quallfica
tions requisite for persons voting for mem
bers of the most numerous branch of the 
State legislature. The voters in the District 

of Columbia shall have the qualifications pre
scribed by the Congress. 

"SEc. 3. Each State shall have a number 
of electoral votes equal to the whole num
ber of Senators and Representatives to which 
that State may be entitled in the Congress. 
The District of Columbia shall have anum
ber of electoral votes equal to the whole num
ber of Senators and Representatives to which 
the District would be entitled in the Con
gress if it were a State, but in no event more 
than the number of electoral votes of the 
least populous State. 

"The electoral votes of each State and the 
District of Columbia shall be cBst for the per
sons receiving the greatest number of votes 
for President and for Vice President in that 
State or District in the election provided for 
in section 2. 

"Within forty-five days after the election, 
or at such other times as the Congress may 
direct, the official custodian of the election 
returns of each State and of the District of 
Columbia shall prepare, sign, certify, and 
transmit sealed to the seat of the Govern
ment of the United States, directed to the 
President of the Senate, a list of all persons 
for whom votes were cast for President and 
a separate list of all persons for whom votes 
were cast for Vice President. Upon each such 
list there shall be entered the number of 
votes cast for each person whose name ap
pears thereon, the total number of votes cast 
for all such persons, and the name of the 
person for whom the electoral votes of such 
State or District are cast. 

"SEc. 4. On the 6th day of January fol
lowing the election, unless the Congress shall 
by law appoint a d11ferent day not earlier 
than the 4th day of January and not later 
than the lOth day of January, the President 
of the Senate shall, in the presence of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives, 
open all the certificates, and the electoral 
votes shall then be counted. The person hav
ing the greatest number of votes for Presi
dent shall be the President, and the per
son having the greatest number of votes for 
Vice President shall be the Vice President, if 
such number be at least 40 percent of the 
whole number of electoral votes. If no per
son has at least 40 percent of the whole num
ber of electoral votes for President or for 
Vice President, then from the two persons 
receiving the highest number of electoral 
votes for such office the Senate and the House 
of Representatives sitting in joint session 
shall immediately choose such officer by bal
lot. A quorum for this purpose shall consist 
of three-fourths of the whole number of the 
Senators and Representatives. The vote of 
each Member of each House shall be pub
licly announced and recorded. The person 
receiving the greatest number of votes shall 
be chosen. 

"SEc. 5. The Congress shall have power 
to enforce this article by appropriate legis
lation.".e 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 
COMMITTEE ON' GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

• Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I would 
like to announce that the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs will be holding 1 
day of hearings on the nomination of 
Mr. Thomas F. McBride to be the In
spector General for the Department of 
Agriculture. The hearing will be held 
in room 3302, Dirksen Senate Office 
Building, at 10 a.m. on Tuesday, June 19, 
1979 .• 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

• Mr. RffiiCOFF. Mr. President, on 
July 12 the Committee on Governmental 
Affairs will hold hearings on S. 2, "The 
Sunset Act of 1979." 

Witnesses on that day will be Elmer 
Staats, Comptroller General of the 
United States; Commissioner Philip A. 
Loomis, Jr., of the Securities and Ex
change Commission; Mark Green and 
Frances Zwenig of Congress Watch; and 
Peter Bloch of the American Bar 
Association. 

Other persons wishing to provide 
testimony for the record of the hearing 
on S. 2 should contact the Committee 
on Governmental Affairs, roo!ll 3308, 
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Wash
ington, D.C. 20510.• 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

e Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I wish 
to announce that the Committee on En
ergy and Natural Resources will con
tinue its public hearings on title II of 
S. 1308, the proposed Energy Supply Act 
on July 9 and July 13, 1979. Title II is 
a proposed Priority Energy Project Act 
to expedite Federal actions on nationally 
significant energy projects and facilities. 
The hearings will begin at 8 a.m. in room 
3110 of the Dirksen Senate Office Build
ing. 

Questions concerning these hearings 
should be directed to Mr. Jim Pugash 
and Mr. Owen Malone of the commit
tee staff at 224-0611 and 224-7141.e 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENVmONMENT, SOIL 
CONSERVATION AND FORESTRY 

• Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, at 9 
a.m., Friday, June 22, the Subcommittee 
on Environment, Soil Conservation and 
Forestry of the Committee on Agricul
ture, Nutrition, and Forestry will hold a 
hearing on supplies of timber in the Na
tion, · and the impact of those supplies on 
inflation. The hearing will be held in 
room 324 of the Russell Senate Office 
Building. 

Invited witnesses will be the Chief of 
the Forest Service and the Chairman of 
the Council on Wage and Price Stability. 
Public witnesses may submit statements 
for the hearing record.e 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ANTITRUST, MONOPOLY AND 

BUSINESS RIGHTS 

e Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
the Judiciary Subcommittee on Anti
trust, Monopoly and Business Rights will 
hold 2 additional days of hearings on 
S. 1246, the Energy Antimonopoly Act of 
1979. 

On June 25, the hearing will begin at 
9:30 a.m. in room 1318 Dirksen Senate 
Office Building and on June 26, the hear
ing will begin at 10:30 a.m. in room 6226, 
Dirksen Senate Office Building.e 
COMMITTEE ON' ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES 

e Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, On Fri
day, June 22, the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources will hold a hear
ing on the President's nomination of 
John T. Rhett to be Federal Inspector for 
the Alaska Natural Gas Transportation 
System. The hearing will begin at 9 a.m. 
in room S206 of the Capitol. 

The administration has submitted the 
following biographical information about 
Mr. Rhett: 

BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION ON 
JOHN T. RHETT 

John T- Rhett joined the Environm.ental 
Protection Agenoy in March 1973 as the 
Deputy Assistant Administrator for Water 
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Program Opera.tions following his retirement 
as a Colonel in the U.S. Army Corps of En
gineers. He is responsible for administering 
EPA's major operating progrwms in the water 

pollution control field: specifically, the 
multi-billion dollar grant program for 
Construction of Municipal Wastewater 
Treatment Facilities; the National Op
erator Training and Maintenance Program 
!or Municipal Wastewater Treatment Fa
cilities, the Federal National Response 
i>rogrram (in conjunction with the U.S. Coast 
Guard) !or Oil and Hazardous Materials 
Spills into Waters of the United States; the 
National Ocean Dumping a.nd Discharge Pro
grams; and the Environmental Emergencies. 

A commissioned omcer with the Corps of 
Engineers sinoe 1945, Colonel Rhett served at 
posts both here and abroad. His assignments 
included two years with SHAPE; Chief of the 
Engineering Division of the U.S. Alrimy Con
struction Agency in Vietnam; District En
gineer of the Louisville Engineering District; 
and Resident Member, Board of Englneers 
for Rivers and Harbors. 

Receiving his B.S. degree from the u.s. 
Military Academy, Colonel Rhett also has a 
Master's degree in Engineering from the 
liniversity of California and a Master's in 
International Relations from George Wash
ingtton University. He is a member of Chi 
Epsilon Honorary Engineering Fraternity; 
(Fellow) American Society of Civil En

gineers; (Diplomate) American Academy of 
Environmental Engineers; (Member) Soci
ety of American Military Engineers; (Mem
ber) Water Pollution Control Federa
tion; and a Registered Professional Engi
neer in both Florida and the District of Co
lumbia. He has received EPA's highest award, 
the Gold Medal for Exceptional Service 
( 1976), as well a.s Outsta.ndmg Perlormance 
awards-1978 and 1979. 

Born in 1925, Colonel Rhett and his wife 
Helen reside in Arlington, Virgi'Il!ia.e 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMI'ITEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on the Judiciary be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate today 
beginning at 2 p.m. to hold a hearing on 
a judicial nomination. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on the Judiciary be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Wednesday, June 20, 1979, beginning at 1 
p.m. to hold a hearing on S. 330, the Vet
erans' Adjudication and Judicial Review 
bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON REGULATIONS 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Subcommit
tee on Regulations of the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources be au
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate today to consider mandatory 
price and allocation controls legisla
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMrrTEE ON AGRICULTURE, ·NUTRITION, 
AND FORESTRY 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 

on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
be authorized to meet during the session 
of the Senate on Thursday, June 21, 1979, 
beginning at 2 p.m. in order to hold a 
markup session on crop insurance leg
islation in addition to food stamp legis
lation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON WATER RESOURCES 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Subcommit
tee on Water Resources of the Commit
tee on Environment and Public Works 
be authorized to meet during the session 
of the Senate today, beginning at 5: 30 
p.m., to consider the Water Resourees 
Development Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMUNICATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Communi
cations Subcommittee of the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transporta
tion be authorized to meet during the 
session of the senate on Tuesday, June 
19, 1979, to hold a hearing on S. 611 and 
S. 622, the Communication Act amend
ments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Commerce, Science, and Trans
portation be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on Tuesday, 
June 19, 1979, to hold an oversight hear
ing on household goods moving industry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Foreign Relations be authorized to 
meet during the session of the senate on 
Tuesday, June 19, 1979, beginning at 2 
p.m., to discuss the SALT ll Treaty. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

EDITORIAL BY THE HONORABLE 
ROBERT C. BYRD 

• Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, on June 
15, 1979, an editorial appeared in the 
Washington Post by the distinguished 
majority leader. The editorial is entitled 
"SALT: How We Should Think About 
It." The majority leader, in his usual 
manner, describes with evenhanded 
clarity, the need for calm and deliberate 
reflection on the important SALT II 
Treaty. 

The type of leadership has served the 
senate and the Senate Foreign Rela
tions Committee well. I commend the 
article to my colleagues and hope that 
they will heed its advice. I ask that the 
editorial be printed in the REcoRD. 

The editorial follows: 
SALT: How WE SHOULD THINK ABoUT IT 
It may be impossible to evaluate and reach 

a decision on a strategic anns limitation 
agreement in a purely objective atmosphere, 

free from the slightest hint of emotionalism, 
and stripped of political considerations. 

However, there are certain arguments that 
have been made that tend to evaporate 
under cursory examination and that are not 
worthy of the task before the U.S. Senete. It 
is my purpose here to state what I believe 
should be the foundational tone of the de
liberations. 

With the signing of the treaty imminent, 
I first hope the prevaillng mood will be one 
of objective, independent judgment--not 
prejudgment--and that the climate for the 
discussions will be nonpartisan. I consider 
this decision on SALT II to be as mo
mentous and potentially vital as any in my 
three decades in Congress. 

Because I consider the stakes so high, I 
am concerned that the peripheral and ex
traneous issues may come to overshadow the 
meritorious arguments for or against the 
treaty and could distract senators from a 
studied process of decision-making. I do not 
deny that much of the discussion is healthy, 
or that it wlll contribute to a national un
derstanding and awareness of SALT II. How
ever, our ultimate purpose must be kept In 
focus at all times. 

Recently, the president of the United 
States told a group of assembled reporters 
that our peace-loving nation would be seen 
as a "warmonger" if the U.S. Senate rejected 
the proposed SALT agreement. In my opin
ion, such an argument is not a creditable 
one, and it neither pricks the conscience 
nor challenges the intellect. It serves merely 
to cast a cloud over the preamble of our de
liberations. 

While no one should worry about this false 
imagery, neither should the present debate 
be pervaded by chauvinistic and hard-nosed 
assertions of "must" amendments, reserva
tions or understandings. By doing so, we 
stand in danger of placing ourselves in con
crete positions before our eyes have even 
fallen on the actual treaty text. 

The fact is that the treaty has taken three 
administrations and seven years to negotiate. 
After it is signed and submitted to the U.S. 
Senate, the Foreign Relations Committee 
will begin hearings the second week in July. 
Thereafter, the Armed Services Committee 
will hold hearings and the Select Cominittee 
on Intelligence wlll also exainine aspects o! 
the treaty. The documents deserve the op
portunity of careful scrutiny by these com
mittees, free from premature discussions of 
possible changes while the signatures are 
still drying. 

Perhaps some of the concerns that have 
been expressed may diminish as the final 
text is made available. In addition, other 
problems may be satisfactorily resolved dur
Ing the committee hearings. Put simply, 
there is no need to rush to judgment when 
there is ample time to proceed in a serious 
and deliberate xnanner. It could well be that, 
after careful consideration, the Senate may 
deem it necessary to make changes in the 
treaty or in the resolution of ratification. 
I may or may not eventually favor such an 
action, but that kind of decision, which 
could carry far-reaching consequences, 
should be made only after the most thought
ful scrutiny and analysis. 

There has also been the suggestion that 
the U.S. Senate, if it rejects the treaty, will 
have pulled the trigger on an arms race be
tween the United States and the Soviet 
Union. In my opinion, the Senate is well 
aware of the dangers of a renewed arms 
buildup, but any decision must be made 
against tbe backdrop of reality. 

It may be in the interest of the United 
States to approve the SALT II agreement; 
or, the compelling national interest may 
dictate that we reject the treaty. At this 
moment, I have taken no position on SALT 
II, nor do I expect to do so in the imme
diate future. 

At present, I consider my education to 
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be still in the relatively early stages on this 
vastly complicated issue. This is true even 
though I have had briefings pro and con 
on the subject for weeks, both from ad
ministration officials and civ111an experts on 
strategic arms. I know that a number of 
the other senators have also been meeting 
on and studying these ~sues. 

When I do decide, my judgment will be 
centered on this basic evaluation: Wlll the 
United States be better off with this treaty 
than without it? In seeking the answer to 
that question, I am confronted with at least 
two other queries: 

First, what wlll be the net effect of the 
treaty on the strategic balance and the 
United States' national security? 

Second, can the agreement be adequately 
verified, not only to my satisfaction, but 
also to that of experts in this field? 

Finally, I would hope that any decision on 
SALT II would be free from partisan politics. 
This is one of the most important reasons 
ror the U.S. Senate moving ahead to com
plete, if possible, its consideration of the 
treaty this year. The matter of a SALT treaty 
is too vital to the national interests for it 
to become entangled in presidential politics, 
by any candidate of any party-including 
my own. 

The president believes the administration 
has an agreement that is sound and merits 
the confidence of the U.S. Senate and the 
American people. It will be the Senate's re
sponsib111ty to determine whether, in its 
judgment, that is the case. 

In my own mind, I am convinced that 
the American people want the U.S. Senate 
to ratify a sound SALT agreement. They 
want to feel that the potential for nuclear 
destruction has been diminished, and that 
our world is a more secure and safer place. 

At the same time, though, I have no doubt 
that the people of our nation would not 
want the U.S. Senate to give its endorsement 
to a treaty that was contrary to the best 
interests of the United States. 

The people want a good treaty.e 

THE CAPITAL FORMATION 
PROBLEM 

• Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, last 
year I joined many of my colleagues in 
urging the reduction of the capital gains 
tax rate. It was my opinion that this 
change was needed to enable smaller 
companies to raise the equity capital 
they so desperately need. By reducing the 
capital gains tax, the risk-to-reward 
ratio is improved for a potential in
vestor. Congress did cut the capital gains 
tax from 49 to 28 percent, thereby en
abling an investor to retain 72 cents on 
the dollar for a successful investment, 
instead of only 51 cents. 

I am pleased to report to my colleagues 
that the capital gains tax reduction has 
indeed resulted in increased investment 
in our Nation's smaller businesses. Last 
year, there were 46 initial public offer
ings which raised $250 million, an in
crease of 63 percent over 1977. The situ
ation appears to be even better this year, 
as in the first quarter 15 companies went 
public and raised $68 million, Which 
represents a staggering 1,000-percent 
increase in capital raised compared to 
the same period last year. In addition to 
supplying these companies with capital, 
the rejuvenation of the new issues 
market will help other businesses, as in
vestors in the corporations which have 
gone public have a market in which to 

sell their stock and then reinvest in other 
new ventures. 

Last Friday, the Wall Street Journal 
published an article entitled "Venture 
Capital Is Plentiful Once More, Partly 
Due to Change in Capital Gains Tax." 
It was observed in that article that-

New small compan'les, rather than estab
lished large ones have been responsible for 
such technological wonders as the light bulb, 
instant photography, the minicomputer and 
the plain-paper copier. 

The resurgence of venture capital will 
help these companies grow and develop · 
new technologies. 

Likewise, an article entitled "Come
back for the Dream Merchants," which 
appears in the June 25 edition of Forbes, 
estimates that $1 billion in new industry 
will be invested "in the next Xerox." This 
is an amount 10 times that available 2 
years ago. Much of this money will be 
invested in high-technology computer 
and electronics firms, thereby helping 
America to retain its leadership in the 
field of technology. 

Mr. President, credit must also be given 
to the Securities and Exchange Commis
sion, which has taken many steps to 
help small businesses raise capital. Per
haps most importantly, the SEC has 
eased its regulations on selling restricted 
securities that were first purchased with
out the filing of a full prospectus. This 
enables large investors to sell their stock 
in companies more quickly, thereby per
mitting them to reinvest in other prom
ising ventures. Likewise, the Labor De
partment has assisted by clarifying its 
position on the fiduciary responsibilities 
of pension fund trustees, thereby allow
ing them to invest in new ventures. 

A word of caution must however be ex
pressed. As noted in the Forbes article, 
"many of the excesses that caused the 
venture market to collapse in the late 
sixties are already beginning to reap
pear." Although the Federal securities 
laws afford protections to investors and 
the SEC's Enforcement Division does an 
excellent job of maintaining the integrity 
of the marketplace, abuses will surface. 
I strongly urge potential investors to 
carefully study each intended invest
ment. 

Mr. President, I am encouraged by 
what I have read in these articles, and I 
think that my colleagues should also be 
enthused. However, we cannot rest on 
our laurels. Deserving small businesses 
still do not have easy access to the capi
tal they need for growth. I am presently 
studying numerous legislative proposals 
designed to help small businesses raise 
capital. Shortly after the Fourth of July 
break I expect to introduce legislation 
creating a "small business participat
ing debenture." As Arthur Andersen 
& Co. related when they suggested this 
idea on testimony presented at a Small 
Business Committee hearing that I 
chaired, the vast majority of small busi
nesses want to remain privately owned. 
My legislation is designed to help these 
privately held companies raise the capi
tal necessary for continued growth. I 
hope that my colleagues will give their 
careful attention to this, and other, pro
posals to alleviate the capital formation 

problem confronting our Nation's smaller 
businesses. 

Mr. President, I ask that the two 
articles referred to be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The articles follow: 
RETURN OF THE RISK-TAKERS: VENTURE CAPI

TAL Is PLENTIFUL ONCE MORE, PARTLY DuE 
TO CHANGE IN CAPITAL-GAINS TAX 

(By William M. Bulkeley and Lindley B. 
Richert) 

Bernard J. O'Keefe is wen-acquainted with 
risk. As a young scientist engaged in weapons 
research in the mid-1940s, he once climbed 
a 300-foot tower in the Nevada desert to dis
arm a nuclear device that had fa.iled to deto
nate. 

Today, at age 59, he is still taking chances. 
Mr. O'Keefe is chairman and chief executive 
of EG&G Inc., a scientific instrumentation 
and testing concern based in Wellesley, Mass. 
Recently he put $1 m1111on of his company's 
money into a limited-partnership fund. He 
could lose it all in risky investments in new 
high-technology companies. But Mr . .O'Keefe 
is betting that his money will finance firms 
that will return as much on capital as the 
52 percent that EG&G returns before taxes. If 
he wins his bet, he believes, he will get "a 
better window on new-product develop
ments" and be performing a. social service 
by aiding entrepreneurs as well. 

Decisions like Mr. O'Keefe's are increas
ingly common because venture capital is sud
denly fashionable again. After languishing 
for yea.rs, the venture-capital market is 
booming. Among the reasons: recent spec
tacular successes by some companies financed 
by venture capital, increasing corporate ac
quisitions, and changes in the capital-gains 
tax and in some securities laws. Some new 
companies are even turning away funds, and 
observers are beginning to worry that there 
is more money chasing deals than there are 
good deals to be had. 

"MORE ACTIVE AND VIGOROUS" 

"The industry is more active and more 
vigorous than at any time since 1969," says 
Reid W. Dennis, a West Coast venture capi
talist. He is also chairman of the National 
Venture Capital Association, a trade group. 

He says managers of venture-capital funds 
raised $215 million last year and have al
ready raised $69 million this year on the way 
to a goal of as much as $300 million. Those 
figures don't include money available from 
many big banks and such industrial con
cerns as General Electric Co. and Textron 
Inc., which have their own venture-capital 
arms. In all 1977, he says, only $20 m1llion 
was ra.lsed. 

The current boom reverses a five-year 
trend that began in the second half of 1973 
when the depressed stock market and sub
sequent recession caused e. drought in ven
ture capital. Investors refused to buy new 
stock issues, making it heard to take private 
companies public. That made venture-capital 
investments undesirable because it meant it 
would be difficult for investors to realize 
profits by selling stock to a wider group. 

The resurgence of venture capital is im
portant because it is a key to the develop
ment and survival of new companies and be
cause new companies axe vital to the econ
omy. Some of these firms develop new tech
nologies, compete successfully with older, 
stodgier firms and even spawn new indus
tires. 

New small companies, rather than estab· 
Ushed large ones, have been responsible !or 
such technological wonders as the light bulb, 
instant photography, the minicomputer and 
the plain-paper copier. "The lifeblood of this 
economy has been in backing new ideas and 
a lot of the best have come from individuals 
who couldn't sell them within their own or-
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ganizations," says William Donaldson, dean 
o! the Yale Graduate School of Organization 
and Management. 

When these firms are starting, many 
don't have the money to get off the ground. 
Entrepreneurs without any assets other than 
their ideas can't hope to repay investors for 
five or even 10 years. "In a start-up situa
tion, you're investing a payroll. And when 
you invest in payroll, you're investing in 
losses," says E. F. Heizer, chairman of Chi
cago-based Heizer Corp., one of the nation's 
biggest and most successful venture-capital 
firms. 

"PORTFOLIO APPROACH" 

In the past, vent·a:re capital has generally 
come from private investors who were will
ing to .back an inventor or innovator. But in 
the past 30 years, such financing has come 
increasingly from firms set up specifically 
to help a number of entrepreneurs in return 
!or equity in the fledgling businesses. That's 
good from the viewpoint of investors in the 
venture-capital firms; the investors don't 
have to keep as close an eye on their invest
ments. "This new portfolio approach per
mits us to better leverage our time as well 
as our money," says Mr. O'Keefe, who put 
EG&G's $1 million in a new fund that was 
organized by two former executives of Citi
corp's venture unit and is known as Welsh, 
Carson, Anderson & Co. 

Despite the nature of theiT investments, 
venture-capital firms have increasingly 
found ways to limit their overall risk. More 
and more big investments are handled by 
several firms, one or two of which will mon
itor the new company's progress. In the 
past, it was common to have one venture
capital firm supply all the money for a small 
venture. 

"Generally now we're part of a syndica
tion rather than a sole investor," says Larry 
J. Lawrence, president of Citicorp Venture 
Capital. "We're seeing a lot more chances 
to participate from the private funds" than 
five years ago, he adds. 

Venture-capital firms also are increas
ingly involved with less risky small compa
nies that already have established products 
but need an injection of capital for rapid 
expansion. 

REASONS FOR RESURGENCE 

Observers trace the resurgence of ven
ture capital to a number of factors, the most 
important of which is the track record es
tablished by many venture firms over the 
past five years. 

Several young companies backed by ven
ture capital have recently emerged as spec
tacular successes. For instance, there is 
Amdahl Corp., a West Coast computer 
maker that successfully challenged Interna
tional Busines Machines Corp. in the large
computer field. Heizer, the venture-capital 
firm that backed Amdahl from the time its 
founder was stm working !or IBM, now 
holds four million shares, or 23 % of the com
pany's stock, valued at $160 million. 

Although Heizer has been unusually suc
cesssful, other firms can also cite impressive 
results. It is that kind of success that may 
hold the seeds of trouble, venture capitalists 
concede. "There haven't been anv real dis
asters. In recent years, the businesS was high
ly selective because so little money was avail
able," says the trade-group president, Mr. 
Dennis, who is himself a managing partner of 
Institutional Venture Associates of Menlo 
Park, Calif. With more money looking for 
good deals, there is more danger that some 
venture capitalists will get burned making 
investments that a year ago might have been 
dismissed as too risky. But that, he notes, 
is the way venture capital is supposed to 
work. "The business really became more se
lective than was good for the country," he 
says. 

The growing penchant for corporate acqui
sitions has strengthened the venture-capital 
business because it gives investors a chance 
to sell their interest in a company. "You can't 
look at the (stock) market as a prime way 
out of an investment any more," says Jeffrey 
W. Wilson, an investment officer with First 
Venture Capital Corp., an arm of First Na
tional Bank of Boston. "You ask, 'Would this 
fit in as a product line for a major 
company?'" 

In the past few years, the government has 
taken a hand as well. The most important 
action, according to many venture-capital 
firms, was the passage last fall of a reduc
tion to 28 percent from 49 percent in the 
maximum capital-gains tax for investments 
held over a year. 

The Securities and Exchange Commission 
also helped when it eased its regulations on 
selling restricted securities that were first 
purchased without the filing of a full pro
spectus. Under the change, Business Develop
ment Services Inc., GE's venture-capital unit, 
calculates that it now can sell all its stock 
in one investment while under the old rule 
it couldn't have sold out for 14 years. 

Even the Labor Denartment has increased 
the ava1lab111ty of capital for venture firms. 
It recently issued a proposal clarifying its 
position on the fiduciary responsib111ties of 
pension-fund trustees. The proposed regula
tion makes it clear that "investments other 
than stocks and bonds would be reasonable," 
says Stewart Greenfield, a managing partner 
of Oak Investment Partners, a new fund 
that just raised $25 million, including $3 
milllon from pension funds. 

For the entrepreneur, the swelling venture
capital market can be good news indeed. 
Take Magnuson Systems Corp., a firm 
founded three years ago to make IBM-type 
big computers. Last year, Fairchild Camera & 
Instrument Corp. invested $4 million to ex
pand development and marketing at the au
dacious little Santa Clara, Calif., company. 
Early this year, Magnuson began to raise 
money from venture capitalists for building 
manufacturing and sales operations. Joseph 
L. Hitt, president and chief executive, says 
Magnuson planned to raise $5 milllon. But 
it was offered more than $10 milllon, Mr. Hitt 
says, and it decided to take $10 million, ful
filling its capital needs for the foreseeable 
future. "We had an awful lot of interest," 
he notes. 

"There's a lot of money out there, and 
there's a willingness to invest it," he 
concludes. 

COMEBACK FOR THE DREAM MERCHANTS 

(By Nick Galluccio) 
Dust off that dream. After a near-dormant 

decade, the venture capital business is boom
ing again. This year alone an estimated $1 
billion in new money wolll be put into financ
ing "the next Xerox," more than ten times 
the amount available only two years ago. A 
lot of the money is chasing after high-tech
nology computer and electronics companies, 
many of which are nestled among the elec
tronic giants operating out of northern Cali
fornia's Silicon Valley. But money is also 
pouring into such diverse fields as medical 
research and heavy manufacturing. Other 
beneficiaries of all this largesse include es
tablished dealmakers such as New York's 
Patrick Welsh and Russell Carson, the San 
Francisco firm of Hambrecht & Quist as well 
as scores of new dream merchants who are 
sprouting up around the country to assist 
in channeling the new money. 

They are backing some real long shots 
these days. Here's Magnuson Systems Corp., a 
capital-starved upstart that hopes to take 
on IBM. Magnuson was started in 1977 by 
three California entrepreneurs. Although the 
firm has only recently built its first me
dium-size mainframe computers, it was able 

to raise $10 mlllion in the last three months 
by giving an investor group a scant 26% of 
its equity. Is $10 million, equal to $7 a share, 
too much to pay for little more than a 
dream? Says Bill Hambrecht, senior partner 
in Hambrecht & Quist, "The risks are hor
rendous," and 1f the company actually gets 
off the ground "they will be even greater" 
when it tries to -take on mM. Yet Ham
brecht's firm has put $1.5 million into Mag
nuson. 

Why? Sutter Hill Ventures' William Dra
per, who invested $300,000 in Magnuson, 
says: "The worst feeing is when you turn 
down something that becomes a real great 
~inner and then you ask yourself, 'Why was 
I so picky?' Nobody will probably make very 
much on that company, but they all felt they 
needed to be in it." 

Magnuson's recent experience contrasts 
sharply with that of Amdahl Corp., another 
computer maker which, only six years ago, 
had to go outside the U.S. to get much of 
the money it needed to finance a high-stakes 
gamble against IBM's top-end computers. 
Amdahl was able to tap Chicago's Heizer 
Corp. for $6 million, but "no one else in 
the States wanted to touch us," says Clifford 
Madden, Amdahl's vice president-finance. 

The change in the climate can be traced 
directly to Congress, which last November 
cut the capital gains tax from 49% to 28%. 
While it isn't yet clear whether that cut has 
made much of a difference to the stock mar
ket, it certainly helped open the floodgates 
for venture capital. Wealthy individuals and 
families like New York attorney Frederick 
Adler, Raychem founder Paul Cook, the 
Hillmans of Pittsburgh and the Rockefellers. 
Big corporations like Ford Motor, Continen
tal Group, EG&G, Fairchild Camera and 
American Express, to name a few. Insurance 
companies and banks like Aetna Life & 
Casualty and Connecticut General, Bank of 
America, Citibank and Security Pacific Na
tional. Even Harvard University, through its 
endowment fund. They're all getting into 
the act. Predictably, venture capitalists are 
themselves becoming entrepreneurs. Citi
bank lost six of its nine venture group mem
bers in the last year, all of whom have 
started their own funds; BofA's number-two 
man, Kirk Bowman, recently defected to San 
Francisco's VestVen. "A period like this tends 
to make investors say 'Yes' more often than 
'No'," says Sutter Hill's Draper. 

The dreamers, of course, have always been 
there. The American air seems to breed them. 
But the potential backers had gone else
where. By re~ucing the capital gains tax, 
Congress improved the odds for the becker. 
Instead of gatting to keep 51 cents on the 
dollar of their winnings, the backers now 
get to keep 72 cents. The result is that the 
odds have improved by almost 50%. With
out a chance at big winnings, venture capi
tal is a loser's game, as there are inevitably 
more losses than gains. Los Angeles' Brent
wood Associates, for example, estimates that 
over the next five years the aftertax gain on 
its present $8 million fund will be $3 million 
more than it would have been under the old 
law. 

Other factors are behind the boom besides 
more favorable tax treatment. The Labor 
Department has told pension fund managers 
they can invest in new ventures without 
viola_ti~g their fiduciary responsib111ties. In 
the last six months over $50 million of pen
sion money has flowed into venture funds, 
compared with under $5 milUon for the 
previous three years, according to Venture 
Capital Journal. 

The venture capitalists are happiest when 
there is a flourishing new-issue market. That 
way they have someone to sell their winners 
to, so they can turn around and back addi
tional ventures. Without the new-issue mar
ket, the venture capitalists tend to become 
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stockholders, even with relatively successful 
ventures. The new-issue market may be 
meager in comparison with the bull market 
of 1969 when 698 initial public offerings were 
made, but it is showing signs of revival. 
Last year there were 46 public offerings in 
which $250 milllon was raised, up 63% from 
1977. Compare this with only 9 offerings at 
$16 mi111on in 1974. This year Is even better: 
in the first quarter alone, 15 new companies 
bankrolled at $68 mi111on-1,000% more 
money than at the same time in 1978. 

Finally, investors are obviously impressed 
by the heady performance of these few suc
cessful venture capital deals, such as Am
dahl, Federal Express and Intel, which did 
get started during the past decade or so. 
Many venture funds have shown 30% to 
40% annual compound rates of return for 
tha;t period. Take the case of venture capi
talist Arthur Rock. His $300,000 investment 
in Intel, made back in 1969, is worth over 
$20 milllon in today's market. Citibank and 
First Capital Corp. of Chicago each put $1.6 
million into Federal Express In 1973 and 
each has returned about $11 milllon. Inves
tors have made millions on smaller deals as 
well. A $1 million investment in Tandem 
Computers made in 1974 by the San Fran
cisco venture firm now known as Kleiner 
Perkins Caufield & Byers is worth $32 mil
lion. 

The bulk of the money Is fiowing into the 
hands of venture capitalists who, like 
Draper, set up limited partnerships for their 
investors and decide where to put the money. 
Each fund is diversified among a number of 
investments to minimize the risk. Magnuson, 
for example, was financed by a group of in
vestors including the Rockefellers, Bessemer 
Securities, Time Inc., Brentwood Associates 
and Fairchild Camera. 

With so much money chasing him, the en
trepreneur today can call the shots and de· 
mand a bigger piece of the equity in the new 
company. Case in point : Chicago-based GST 
Laboratories, Inc., a company started three 
years ago that is developing an instrument 
to detect breast cancer. Desperately needing 
financing, inventor David Phlllips and three 
founders, Richard Rellly, James Kelly and 
James Ryan, recently sought out San Fran
cisco's Montgomery Securities. Montgomery 
offered to raise $3 million in return for 61 % 
of GST's equity. The offer was turned down 
by the entrepreneurs, who have since found a 
sweeter offer. The Chicago investment bank
ing firm of John H. Altorfer & Co. has prom
ised to raise $2.5' mil11on (in tax-shelter 
money), demanding in return a mere 20% 
of GST's equity. 

Says Gib Myers, a partner in Menlo Park's 
Mayfield Fund: "It used to be that you would 
spend a month and a half doing homework 
on a prospective deal. No more. Today de
cisions are made in a week because investors 
can't wait to get in." In less than a week, for 
example, Kleiner Perkins Caufield & Byers 
closed their deal with Keith Swanson, who 
left Measurex last year to start Econ1cs, a 
maker of computerized control systems for 
boilers. The firm bankrolled Swanson to the 
tune of $1.5 million for 55% of Econ1cs' 
equity. The management team got 45% with-

• out putting up a dime. 
With so much money available for these 

deals, many of the excesses that caused the 
venture market to collapse in the late Six
ties are already beginning to reappear-high 
valuations, hasty decisions, entry into furi
ously competitive markets with second-rate 
products and novices putting deals toge11her. 
"There are going to be some absolute horror 
stories down the road," says Timothy Hay, 
president of Security Pa.ciflc National Bank's 
venture capital group. 

Another factor that is pushing money into 
venture capital is the dearth of good alterna
tives. At a. time of double-digit in1la.tion, even 
high-yielding fixed-income investments show 

negative yields. The stock market as a whole 
is not going anywhere. Gold is for the con
stipa,ted. And real estate is getting almost 
ridiculously overpriced (FORBES, June 11). 
What's left? Venture capital. 

Noel Atkinson, 62,is a california real estate 
consultant who has for 20 years been putting 
toge11her limited real estate partnerships as 
tax shelters for doctors, lawyers and other 
wealthy individuals. Says Atkinson: "Real 
estate prices are getting bid so high that 
people are buying break-even properties. To 
hell with it, I'm going to get into venture 
capital; I just have to call my investors and 
they wlll write me out a check." 

For his first foray into the venture market 
Atkinson is raising $1 mlllion to bankroll an 
electronic graphic-plotting machine devel
oped by a man who has been unable to get 
backers for five years. 

Many newcomers to the field are mesmer
ized by the Ani.dalhls, Federal Expresses and 
Tandem Computers. They forget that these 
fat successes were spawned when money was 
scarce and very choosy. With money less 
choosy, the !allure rate is inevitably higher. 
Moreover, 1! the recession proves a bad one, 
many of these fiedgllng ventures are going 
to die for lack of fresh capital; today's eager 
backer can easily become tomorrow's hard
hearted no-sayer. 

Says Morton Colllns of Princeton's DSV 
Associates, a 12-year veteran of the business: 
"I don't think this is a particularly attrac
tive time to invest. I would ra11her be counter
cyclical. Two years from now many of these 
deals will look disappointing to their inves
tors-! look forward to refinancing them at 
bargain prices." He may be right. Yet nobody 
seems to care. It's kind of llke going to the 
races. You don't really expect to win, but look 
at the fun you can have 1! even one of your 
nags turns out to be a longshot winner.e 

THE ENERGY ANTIMONOPOLY ACT 
OF 1979 

• Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, tomorrow 
the Senate Antitrust Subcommittee, on 
which I serve, will begin a set of hearings 
that I believe are as important as any 
that will be held by a Senate committee 
this year: Hearings on S. 1246, the 
Energy Antimonopoly Act, which I 
joined in cosponsoring with 12 of my 
colleagues late last month. Several days 
of hearings w111 be held on this bill this 
month, and I hope the Judiciary Com
mittee will act quickly to report this crit
ically important legislation to the Sen
ate for early floor action. 

The Energy Antimonopoly Act w111 
prohibit the country's largest 16 oil com
panies from acquiring any company with 
assets greater than $100 m1llion. Its pur
pose is very simple-to prevent the ma
jor, multinational oil companies from 
investing their money in department 
stores, circuses, or insurance companies 
and to restrain them from buying up all 
competing sources of energy. This is 
strong medicine, Mr. President, but it is 
necessary if we are to reduce their al
ready pervasive political influence, break 
our dependence on OPEC and insist that 
the majors use their considerable re
sources to produce more oil and gas, 
which this country desperately needs, in
stead of using their capital to make non
productive purchases of enterprises 
which are totally unrelated to the on 
industry. 

Mr. President, on the first of this 
month, the administration set in motion 
the initial steps for lifting ceilings on 

domestic crude oil prices. I am still hope
ful that Congress will reverse this deci
sion, which I do not believe is necessary 
to provide adequate incentives for addi
tional oil and gas production. 

The fact is that the major oil compa
nies are cash rich and profit heavy and 
are the only one of our domestic institu
tions which has benefited from several 
rounds of OPEC price increases, which 
have sent the rest of our economy into a 
tailspin. 

Last year, the industry earned $1~.7 
billion in profits. This year, first quarter 
profits have been even larger, with an in
dustrywide increase which is 56.9 per
cent higher than last year, and about 20 
percent better than that of the average 
manufacturing company. 

Last September, Business Week com
pared the cash holdings of 35 major 
industries, showing that the fuel indus
try, with $16 billion, had easily twice the 
assets of any other industry, including 
the steel, automotive, chemical, aero
space, and utility industries. The eight 
largest oil companies-Exxon, Mobil, 
Texaco, Socal, Gulf, Standard Oil of In
diana, Atlantic Richfield, and Shell
accounted for 72 percent of the $16 bil
lion. The combined cash flow of the 16 
largest oil companies over $25 billion per 
year is sum.cient to acquire a 50-percent 
controlling interest in 48 of the top 100 
Fortune 500 corporations. I cannot be
lieve that this is not suillcient to keep 
those rigs drilling. 

Should the administration be success
ful in moving ahead with decontrol of oil 
prices, the oil companies, according to 
the administration's own figures-which 
many believe to be conservative-will 
add another $22 billion to their cash re
serves over the next 6 years, even assum
ing the Congress passed the President's 
proposed windfall profits tax. Should no 
tax pass, oil company coffers will be en
larged by over $50 billion. 

Should this come to pass, Mr. Presi
dent, the sums available to these compa
nies for corporate acquisitions will be 
staggering. The Congress must act to 
prevent them from using the public's 
money to invest in assets that do nothing 
to add to our energy independence. With
out passage of S. 1246, I am not sanguine 
that much of this money will be used to 
produce more energy for a justifiably 
frustrated, angry and bewildered public. 
A look at the past behavior of America's 
oil companies in this regard is not com
forting. 

NON-ENERGY-RELATED INVESTMENTS 

Last year, in resporise to a request by 
my distinguished colleague from Massa
chusetts, Senator KENNEDY, the Federal 
Trade Commission prepared a list of 
post-1972 acquisitions by the 20 largest 
American oil companies. I shall submit 
this list for the RECORD at the conclusion 
of my remarks. I pick out a few entries 
for my colleagues, to illustrate what is 
likely to happen with the bloated profits 
that will flow from crude oil decontrol if 
we do not pass this blll: 

A 1974 acquisition by Mob11 of Marcor, a 
holding company for Container Corpora
tion, one of the Nation's largest packaging 
firms, and Montgomery Ward, the Nation's 
seventh largest retailer, for $1.8 mUlion; and 
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Mobll's pending bid for the Irvine Company, 
a land developer and agricultural company, 
made in 1976, for $336 million; 

A 1977 acquisition by ARCO of Anaconda, 
a major copper producer, for $784 billion; of 
the Observor, a British newspaper, in 1976; 
and of Continental Gables and Conduits of 
Canada in 1977, an aluminum electrical con
duit manufacturer; 

A 1977 acquisition by Tenneco of L.D. 
Properties, Inc., an almond orchard, a.s well 
as of Philadelphia Life Insurance Co., for 
$170 million; of Monroe Auto Equipment, a 
firm that manufactures and distributes 
shock absorbers, for $190 million; and of 
ETS R. Bellanger in France in 1976, and 
Ha.rmo Industries in Britain in 1975, both 
auto exhaust system manufacturers; 

The 1976 acquisition by Sun 011 of Stop
N-Go Foods, Inc., Walter Norris Corp. (in
dustrial machinery and equipment), and 
Audio Magnetics Corp. (electronic campo
rents) , as well as more recent purchases of 
Applied Financial Systems (data. processing 
for banks and trusts), Kat Products, Inc. 
(wholesale fasteners, industrial supplies, au
tomotive equipment) , and Unibrazze Corp. 
(welding alloys and supplies) . 

Recently proposed or completed merg
ers indicate more of the same in the 
future. Just a few weeks ago, Exxon of
fered $1.16 billion for Reliante Electric 
Co., an electric motor manufacturer; 
Standard Oil of Indiana proposed to 
acquire Cyprus Mines, a processor and 
marketer of nonferrous and industrial 
metals, worth about $450 million; and 
Sun Oil acquired one-third of the shares 
of Becton-Dickinson, a manufacturer of 
medical equipment, for $293 million. 

Mr. President, investments in almond 
orchards, life insurance companies, elec
tronic and medical equipment firms, 
British newspapers, copper mines, and 
automotive parts companies do not pro
duce more petroleum products for Alner
ican citizens sitting in gas lines. We 
must send the oil companies a clear 
message that they should be concen
trating their resources on exploration 
of oil and gas, and not using the vast 
riches they are amassing, at the expense 
of the American consumer, to purchase 
existing companies that in no way con
tribute toward solving our energy prob
lems. 

Last year, Exxon had well over twice 
as many undeveloped acres of oil and 
gas reserves as developed ones, and 
Standard of Indiana has less than 10 per
::ent of its 34 million net acres of oil ex
ploration and development rights under 
production. I would prefer to see Exxon 
use its cash reserves to develop these 
assets than to produce electric motors. 

I would likewise prefer to see Standard 
of Indiana develop its hydrocarbon re
serves instead of dumping half a million 
dollars into Cyprus Mines. And I find it 

Amount 
acquired 

ironic and profoundly disturbing, Mr. 
President, that Gulf Oil, which tried to 
acquire the Ringling Brothers Circus a 
few years ago, just recently decided not 
to develop an extremely promising proc
ess for converting municipal, agricul
tural, and pulp and paper wastes into 
alcohol for use as a petroleum extender, 
while last year it acquired a Union Car
bide polystyrene plant in Ohio and 
bought up Silver King Mines. 
INVESTMENTS IN COMPETING ENERGY SOURCES 

Equally as troubling to me, Mr. Presi
dent, as the continued investment of oil 
dollars in nonenergy industries, is the 
continued acquisition by the major oil 
companies of their competitors in the oil, 
coal, and uranium businesses. Since 
Gulf's purchase of Pittsburgh and Mid
way Coal in 1963, the majors have con
tinued to buy up vast coal and uranium 
reserves, with no apparent boost to en
ergy production. 

Oil companies own, in whole or part, 
three of the top four coal producers and 
now control almost half of all coal re
serves leased or owned by private 
.-ompanies. 

Three of the top four producers of 
uranium are controlled by oil companies, 
and over 60 percent of milling capacity 
is in the hands of the oil giants. 

The lion's share of Federal research 
and development funds for synthetic 
fuels have also gone to the majors, re
sulting in their control over almost all 
patents awarded for coal-based synthetic 
fuel processes. 

Yet, Mr. President, these acquisitions 
have not resulted in any apparent surge 
in energy production. Acquisition of coal 
reserves by the majors has been followed 
by either a static rate of production, or 
actual declines. At its present production 
rate, it would take Exxon 1,900 years to 
develop its vast coal reserves. And de
spite all those patents, there is still not 
one synthetic fuels plant in operation in 
the United States. 

It seems to me, Mr. President, t.hat the 
oil companies are hedging their bets by 
these investments. By buying up future 
sources of energy, the majors are assur
ing themselves that once we exhaust 
our supplies of oil and gas, there will 
always be an Exxon, a Gulf, or a Mobil. 
Every time that OPEC raises its prices, 
the value of Exxon's coal and uranium 
increases. Further acquisition of compet
ing energy sources does not augur well 
for our future. It produces no new jobs. 
It produces no new assets. It adds noth
ing to the economy and, if anything, it 
appears to detract from energy produc
tion rather than stimulating it. Selling a 
coal mine to an oil company is like letting 
the foxes guard the hens. 

GROWING POLITICAL INFLUENCE OF THE MAJORS 

Finally, Mr. President, I call my col
leagues' attention to what I perceive to 
be perhaps the most serious repercus
sion of continued conglomerate mergers 
by the energy giants-their ever-growing 
political influence and clear willingness 
to skirt the national interest when it is 
in their financial interest to do so. 

Few of us will forget the refusal of 
the majors to supply fuel for the U.S. 
Navy during the Arab-Israeli war in 
1973. Many of us feel that the majors 
do nothing to resist OPEC price in
creases, which greatly enhance the value 
of their domestic holdings. Many of us 
believe that the majors have repeatedly 
manipulated supplies to drive independ
ent refiners and retailers out of business, 
and raise prices to consumers. 

Few of us have not been awed and 
angered by the resources the m&.jors 
continually bring to bear on the Con
gress, and the executive branch of the 
Government, when their interests are at 
stake. 

Through their sheer size and control 
of vital natural resources, the major oil 
companies of this Nation already con
trol our destiny far more than we like 
to admit. Permitting them to use their 
vast accumulated wealth to further their 
stranglehold over all sources ot energy, 
and further acquire other corporate 
holdings, is ceding still more power and 
infiuence to a handful of corporate ex
ecutives out to make a profit at any cost 
to the Nation. 

Mr. President, it is the business of 
corporate executives to maximize their 
companies' profits and I have no quarrel 
with that. It is what keeps our economy 
and society ticking. But we here in Con
gress have a different responsibility
we are here to safeguard the public's in
terest and not vested private interests. 
We must prevent the oil octopus from 
reaching out any further and expanding 
their social, economic, and political 
power. 

In his energy speech to the Nation 
early in April, the President said he 
would demand that the oil companies 
use their new income from oil decontrol 
to develop energy for America, and not 
to buy department stores and hotels. I 
believe the Congress should deliver on 
this pledge by quickly passing S. 1246. 
I look forward to working with my com
mittee chairman, Senator KENNEDY, and 
the chairman of the Antitrust Subcom
mittee, Senator METZENBAUM, to report 
this bill out of committee for early con
sideration by the Senate. 

The list follows: 

Acquiring company 
1 whole; Year of Year of 

assets 

1 stock; 
2 cash ; 
3 both 

(C. & S.) Industry acquired 

Exxon Corp. : Campania Minera Disputads de Las 
Conde, S.A. (Chile).t 

Texaco Inc.: 
Polycarbona Chemie (West Germany) t ______ _ 

Jefferson Chemicals (England) '-- - ---------

Jefferson Chemicals (Canada)' -- -- ---------
Tricentrolltd./Oil Gas (Triniduel)• ----------

Footnotes at end of table. 

2 sub.; 3 div. acquisition Assets 

1 
3 

21977 - ----- -------------- - -------

1972 ------- --- -- ----------------

21974 ----- -- ----- --------------J-
21974 ---------------- ------------
2 1975 ------ - ---------------------

SIC No. 

7621 State-owned copper mines. 

28 Makes phthalic anhydride, maleic anhydride and 
plasticizers. 

28 Specialty production of chemicals used for veteri-
nary medicines. 

51 2 Markets chemicals. 
13 ------------ - - Oil and gas retail merchandising enterprise. 
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Amount 
acqu ired 
1 whole; 

1 stock; 
2 cash; 
3 both 

June 18, 1979 

Acquiring company 2 sub.; 3 div. 
Year of 

acquisition Assets 
Year of 
assets SIC No. (C. & S.) Industry acquired 

Mobil Oil Corp. : 
Lesire Properties _________________________ _ 
Marcor Inc ______________________________ _ 
Irvine Co ________________________________ _ 
Pastucol (Italy) __ ________________________ _ 

Mount Olive & Stauton Coal Co ____________ _ 
Gulf Oil Corp. : 

Schiavons Inc ____________________________ _ 

Kewanee Brands __ ----- ------------ ---- __ _ 

Chevron Oil AG (Switezerland) '------------ ____ _ 
Propane Co. Ltd. (Canada) '---------------
Trinity Gas Co. Ltd. (Canada) '-------------
Petroleum Marketing Corp _- -- ---------------

Standard Oil (Indiana): 
P.T. Pacific Nikkel Indonesia ______ ___ _____ _ 

Analaz Devices, Inc _______________________ _ 

Cetus Corp ________________ ______________ _ 

Shell Oil Co.: Witco Chemical Corp./Polybutylene 
Business. 

Atlantic Richfield : Parsons Cos. ____________________ _____ ___ _ 

Sinclair-Koppers. ___ ------- --------- ------

Benson-Goss Fuels, Inc ___________________ _ 
Polyropylene ____________ ____________ __ __ _ 

Anaconda Co. __ _ ------ __ - ----------------

George Y. Brubaker, Inc. ------------------1/C Engineering Corp _____________________ _ 

Solar Technology International, Inc _________ _ 
William C. Pullen, Inc ______ _______________ _ 
Nielsons, Inc ___________________ _________ _ 
Enbrook Oil & Gas Co. Inc _________________ _ 
The Observor (U.K.) (England)'------- _____ _ 
Continental Cables & Conduits (Canada) 1 ___ _ 

Continental Oil : 
Ancon Chemical Corp ________ ___ __________ _ 
Oasis Petroleum ___________ _______________ _ 

Tenneco Inc. : 
L. D. Properties Inc ___ _______ _____________ _ 
Philadelphia Life Ins. Co __________________ _ 
Monroe Auto Equipment Co ________________ _ 

Le-Terre Co._. __ -------------- ---- ______ _ 

Palmetto Corp ____ - --------- _____________ _ 
Holiday Inns Inc./Foam ____________________ _ 
Lorneterm Lgn ltd. (Canada) ______________ _ 
Starta-Werken A.B. (Sweden) t ________ _____ _ 
Wilhelm Weller GMBH (West Germany)'- -----

ETS R. Bellanger S.A. (France) '- - ----- - ----
Harmo Industries, ltd. (United Kingdom) ____ _ 

Phillips Petroleum : 
Cardinal Petroleum _______________________ _ 
Phillips Imperial Chemicals ltd. (Division 

Australia) .I 
Occidental Petroleum : 

Adtek, Inc _______ _______ ------------------
Sarlo of New England, Inc _________________ _ 
Squamish Chemicals Ltd. (Canada) '--- - - ____ _ 
Zoecon Corp ___________ ____ -------- ______ _ 

Sun Company, Inc. : 
Bray Oil Co __________ ____________________ _ 
Calvert Exploration. ______ ------------ ____ _ 
H.P. International . _--- ------- _______ ____ _ _ 
Process Systems ____ __ --------- ___ ------ __ 
Beamco Co __ - ------------------- ________ _ 
Residex Corp_ ••• ___ _____________________ _ 

Applied Financial Systems, Inc _____________ _ 
Kat Products, Inc _________________________ _ 

Unibrazze Corp ___________________________ _ 

Stop-N-Go Foods, Inc __ ___________________ _ 

~~~\~r :~~~i:ti~~r8orp·.~==================== 
Union Oil of California: Molycorp, Inc ___________ _ 

Ashland Oil Inc.: 
Anchor Construction.----------------------Empire State OiL ________________________ _ 
Franklin Stone Co __ _______ _______________ _ 

Harrison Inc ___ -------- ______ -- •••• ------. 
Lehigh Valley Chemical Co _________________ _ 

Levingston Shipbuilding Co. ____________ •• __ 

~~g~i~::fne~~~~~t-c>~::::::::::::::::::::::: 
North Western Arkansas Asphalt Co ________ _ 
Reno Construction. ___ ____ _______________ _ _ 

Seaboard Construction . ___________________ _ 

Star Construction _________________ ------- __ 
AB & H Processing, Inc __ ___ ______________ _ 
Addington Bros. Mming Inc ____ ____________ _ 

2 
1 
1 
2 

z 1973 --------------------------------------------------------
1974 2, 847.5 1974 5311 ---- ---------- Merchandising and packaging other substances. 

2 1976 520. 0 1976 6552 1 Land developer and agriculture. 
1972 ---------------------------- 26 -------------- Manufacturers of plastic grocery bags and poly-

ethylene film products. 
1977 -------- --- -- --------------- 1213 Mines coal. 

1973 ---------- - ------------------------------- 1 
1977 389.0 1976 2819 --------- _____ Manufacturers of industrial chemicals and pig-

ments (dyes). 
2 1977 --------------------------------------------------------
21976 ----------- -- --------------- 51 --------------
2 1976 ---------- --- --------------- 51 --------------2 1977 ____ • ____________ __________ _____________________________ Petroleum. 

21977 -------------------------------------- ------ - -- --------- A consortium develops high-grade nickel laterite 

1977 28.6 1976 3662 

1977 ---------------------------------------- ---- ------------

deposits. 
Manufacturers of operational amplifiers, digital 

anologs, etc. 

1977 ------------------------------------------ 2 Manufacture and wholesale wide ranees of chemical 

1973 1. 1 1973 
1974 ------------o---------------

5172 
2821 

and petroproducts. 

Distributes gas & distillery fuels. 

1 2 1976 . 8 1976 5983 
5161 
1021 

Manufacturers of plastic materials, eyelid crude 

2 
Fu~rs~s (organic pigment). 

3 ------------------------------------------ 2 Chemicals and allied products. 
1 1977 2, 050. 9 1976 3 Nonferrous metal mming and processine, manu

facturers of metals. 

1 
3 
2 
1 
1 

1 
1 

5983 1 Sale of fuel oil and heating equipment. 2 1977 . 9 1977 
1977 ---------------------------- 3662 -------------- Uses time division multiplex techniques in the 

process control industry. 
1977 ---------------------------- 3674 - ------------- Develops and processes photovoltaic cells. 

2 1977 . 7 1976 5993 · 1 Sells fuel oil and heating equipment. 
1977 20.1 1977 1611 ---- --------- Heavy and highway construction. 1977 ___________ ---- -- _______________________ ________________ Fuel. 

1976 --- ------------------------- 27 2 British newspaper. 
21977 ---------------------------- 36 -------------- Makes liquid tieht and flexible aluminum electri-

cal conduits. 

1972 ----------------------------
1973 --------------------- -------

2818 ______________ Chemical corporation. 
1311 -------------- Petroleum. 

1977 ------------- ------- -------- 0173 Almond orchards. 
Insurance concern. 21977 644.8 1976 --------------

1977 190.3 1976 3714 Designs and manufactures and distributes hydrau
lic shock absorbers. 

1974 ---------------------------- 6552 Closely held company engaged in oil and gas 
exploration and development. 

1972 193 1971 6513 -------------- Operators of apartment buildings. 
1976 ------- -------- --------------- ------------ 2 
\~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~----------- 37 _____________ 2_ Operates liquid natural gas terminal. 

21972 ---------------------------- 35 --------- ---- -Supplies medium size vibratory compaction equi-p-

, 1976 ----------------------------
2 1975 ----------------------------

1974 13.9 1973 
2 1973 ----------------------------

37 
37 

ment in Germany. 
Manufacturers of automotive exhaust systems. 
Replacement parts (auto muffler, tail pipes, filters 

and accessories). 

1311 2 Petroleum. 
28 -------------- Synthetic rubber and carbon black business. 

1975 --------------------------------------------------------
1973 ---------------------------- 5033 -------------- Coated fabrics business (urethane footwear). 

21975 ------------------------------------------- ------ -------
1977 20.7 1976 7391 -------------- Research development for animals and plant pests. 

21972 ---------------------------- 2992 ______________ Fuel. 
1974 11.5 1974 
1975 ------------ - ---------------

2 1973 1. 7 1972 

1311 1 Petroleum exploration. 
5086 1 Professional equipment and supplies. 
3573 1 Manufacturers digital control valves. 

1974 2. 2 1973 
1974 18.7 1973 

3533 1 Oil field machinery and equipment. 
1623 -------------- Community development construction and indus

trial services. 
1977 ------------------------------ -- ---------- 2 Provides data processing for bank and trusts. 
1977 ---------------------------- 5085 2 Wholesale fasteners industrial supplies, automo

tive equipment. 
2 1977 

1976 

13. 6 

10.3 

1977 

1976 

3362 

5411 

Manufacturers and distributors of welding brazing 
alloys and welding supplies. 

Holding company---<:onvenience food operations 
and self-service gas station. 

1976 3. 8 1975 5084 Industrial machinery and equipment. 
1976 ---------------------------- - 3679 2 Electronic components. 
1977 163.6 1976 1061 ______ _______ _ Mining-rare earth mining, ferroalloy processing 

1974 2. 3 
1972 38.9 
1972 . 5 
1972 2.8 
1975 2.6 

1975 27.2 
1972 1.5 

21974 4. 3 

1974 . 1 
1972 8. 2 

1974 
1971 
1972 
1972 
1974 

1975 
1972 
1974 

chemicals. 

1611 1 Construction business. 
1311 2 Petroleum. 
3295 -------------- Mineral products. 

~~M ========= ===== ~!f~w~l ~~~~~~~!~o~~!~~fsan~n~avs~l~imts and 

3731 
2842 
1422 

electrical chemicals. 
Builders of offshore drilling rigs. 
Cleaning, polishing preparations. 
Engaged m manufacturers sale and of asphatic 

and limestone products. 
1974 - ---------- ---
1972 1611 

Asphalt company • 
Heavy highway and street construction and pro

duces construction sand and gravel. 
1973 ---------------------------- 1611 Construction and pavine of streets, sidewalks, and 

sewer construction. 
1972 
1976 
1976 

.4 
(3) 

16.7 

1972 1621 Construction business. 
1976 --------------
1975 1211 Minine coal. 
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Amount 
acquired 
1 whole; Year of 

2 sub,; 3 div. acquisition Assets 
Year of 
assets SIC No. 

1 stock; 
2 cash; 
3 both 

(C. & S.) Industry acquired Acquirina company 

Coastal Chemical Co ______________________ _ 

Commonwealth Equipment Inc ____ _______ __ _ 
General Oils Inc •• ---- __ --- _- --------------

Hiehland Tractor Service Supplies._---- --- --Hodees & Co _____________________________ _ 

Kentucky Hiehland River CoaL ____________ _ 

Twin Bridees Transport (Canada) t __ ------- _ 
Twin Bridees Gravel (Canada) 1 ____________ _ 

Blue Crown Petroleums t _________ ___ __ ____ _ 
Frank O'Sullivan Petrol (Canada)t __________ _ 
Dibblee Construction (Canada) t ____________ _ 
Deschenes Structures (Canada)t ___________ _ 
Clover Braland Co., Ltd. (Canada) I _________ _ 
Carlyle Holdines, Ltd. (Canada) 1 ___________ _ 

Otilub S.A. Industrial (Brazil) 1--------------
Marathon Oil: Pan Ocean Oil Corp ______________ _ 

Getty Oil: Petrotomics Co __________________ ___ _ _ 

t Foreign acquired company. 
2 Pending (not completed). 

ADDRESS BEFORE THE IOWA 
BROADCASTERS ASSOCIATION 

• Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, as a 
member of the Senate Commerce Sub
committee on Communications, it has 
been my honor to participate in the de
bate concerning many difficult issues af
fecting our communications industries. 
In revising the Communications Act of 
1934, the decisions we take will guide the 
development of broadcast and telecom
munications media serving the com
munications needs of our public. 

And yet, even as we consider the cur
rent structures of these industries, the 
advance of new technologies could well 
render our discussions obsolete. For 
broadcasting and telecommunications 
are among our most dynamic industries 
today, experiencing record growth and 
innovation. Developing technologies hold 
great benefits in services to rural areas 
and to the whole nation and promise to 
transform the structure of our communi
cations media. 

For these reasons, the deliberations on 
the Communications Act take on grave 
importance. 

We may soon be transmitting news
papers as well as broadcast signals di
rectly from satellites to receiving sta
tions on t'he top of each citizen's home. 
Finer techniques in telecommunications 
will replace cable wires with fiber optics 
and laser beams, promising a whole 
spate of new services in news reporting, 
interpersonal exchange, entertainment, 
and medical services. 

With the development of satellite 
transmission in broadcasting and other 
new technologies, the challenging ques
tion becomes who will control these vital 
media. 

While anticipating these developments, 
we must also consider the broadcaster 
who serves the public today. As never 
before, small and independent business
men are speaking out against the gov
ernment requirements that burden them. 
In the broadest industry, we must remove 
unnecessary and inefficient regulation. I 

~ 1976 

1976 
21976 

2.6 

3.2 
8.1 

1975 2899 -------------- Markets various household and industrial chemical 
products. 

~~~~ ---------5983 _____________ ~- Retailins fuel o_il_an~ whole.sale of warm air heatina 
and a1r cond1t1onma equipment 

1976 
~ 1976 

1976 

1973 
1973 

1.3 
1.7 

1.3 

.1 
2. 0 

1976 --------------
1976 1629 

1976 --------------

1973 -------- --- ---
1973 29 

General contractor of heavy construction and 
manufacturers of crushed limestone and asphalt 
mix. . 

Mining, transports, processes and markets coal 1n 
eastern Kentucky. . 

3 Company hires true kers and operates vehicles. 
3 Does gravel crushine and supplyina eravel to 

airports. 

m! ===== ============== == ====== ====== = = ====~~= ~ ~~ ~~ ~ ~~~ ~~~~ ~ ::~jr~:~n business. t:n ----------·:s·· --------1973 ________ --··ss··--- -------T Company acq1 ires and holds land containing gravel. 

1973 ------------------------------------------
~~~t -------- 13~74·----- ----i975- 13i~ ------------i- Exploration and development of crude petro natural · 

gas and minerals. 
1975 --------------------------------------------------------

J Less than $100,000 in assets. 

Note : Leadered columns denote no information. • 

support deregulation of the industry in 
those areas where there is adequate 
competition. 

I discussed many of these issues re
cently before the Iowa Broadcasters As
sociation. Their concerns are of great 
importance to every Member of this 
body, Mr. President. 

Therefore, I submit for the RECORD my 
comments to the Iowa Broadcasters As
sociation. 

The address follows: 
ADDRESS BY SENATOR LARRY PRESSLER 

Thank you, Paul Olson, for that kind In
troduction. And thank you for the honor of 
addressing such a distinguished. and large 
ga therlng of Iowa broadcasters and their 
wives. B111 Turner of Sioux City ls a great 
friend o! mine----and he has Introduced me 
to many o! you during the cocktail hour. I 
hope to meet more of you personally later. 

And congT.altulatlons to your new omcers. 
You all are to be commended on a fine year. 

Upon coming to the United. States Senate, 
I was assigned to the Commerce Committee, 
of which one of the subcommittees ls the 
Communications SUbcommittee. And as a 
freshman member of the United States Sen
ate, it was an honor to be assigned to the 
Communications Subcommittee because we 
are rewriting the Telecommunications Act 
of 1934, a very Important piece of legislation. 
The more I look into it and the more I learn, 
the more I'm convinced that it's one of the 
most Important pieces of legislation before 
the Congress, although certainly It's not a 
very salable piece of legislation in terms Of 
political marketing. But in the !our months 
I've served on that committee and partici
pa.ted in the hearings, I've been fascinated 
by some o! the issues that you face and must 
face e.s broadcasters and as disseminators of 
entertainment and news. It's a very dlmcult 
and challenging !business tha.t you are in. 

I might say before going very •briefiy Into 
some of the issues that are facing the Com
munications SUbcommittee tha.t this has 
been a delightful trip for me. Thank you 
B~gain !or having me here. I had a. great tour 
of your city this evening !rom Mlke, the son 
of your outgoing President. Phil Kelly, who 
showed me around town for about forty-five 
minutes. r got to see Lock and Dam No. 11. I 
voted !or Lock and Dam No. 26, for which 
environmentalists condemned me .and I still 
don't understand why. That down in Alton. 

Illlnois !or those o! you who follow some of 
the issues. And I understand Dubuque was 
chosen e.s a site tor the movie, "F.I.S.T.," in 
part because irt has much oa.ble TV--and 
sections of town without TV antennae
Which was required to portray a town before 
the age of television. I don't know Lf tha.t 
is entirely true, but I was fascinated with 
the tour Mike Kelly gave me. It's been a 
very educational visit for me. 

But let me discuss very briefiy such grim 
terms as retransmission consent and spec
trum fees, etc. That's what we're wrestling 
with on the Communications Committee, so 
I'll just march through five or six issues that 
I have listed here, and I won't pain you too 
long. Incidentally, I'm famous for giving a 
short graduation speech in South Dakota
! gave an eight-minute graduation speech, 
a.nd I had 31 invitations this year. There 
must be a message in that for my fellow 
poll ticians! 

In any event, there are three bills before 
Congress: the Van Deer lin bill in the House, 
which you've heard about; a b111 introduced 
by Senator Holllngs, the Chairman of the 
Senate Communications Subcommittee; the 
Goldwater-Schmitt-Pressler b111, which I 
have cosponsored. You've probably. heard a 
great deal about the Van Deerlln bill, which, 
incidentally, I think Is the least desirable of 
the three. 

As I have said, the Chairman of the Sub
committee on Communications is Senator 
Hollings of South Carolina; the ranking 
minority member is Senator Goldwater, who 
is very interested in these matters and very 
knowledgeable and respected. There are also 
Senator Schmitt, Senator Warner, and I on 
the minority side. And there are !our or five 
on the majority side. 

Senators are spread very thin-I served in 
the House of Representatives before and we 
had one major committee there, but in the 
Senate I have four major committees and 
nine subcommittees. So when you go to a 
Senate hearing, there's usually one or two 
Senators there asking questions of every
body, and it's a situation with which I don't 
feel fully comfortable yet. Nevertheless, I do 
try to attend the hearings, and they've been 
just absolutely fascinating. 

Some of the conceptual problems are 
among the mo~t challenging I have ever 
heard. At the beginning of this year. I didn't 
know anything about any of these terms. In 
fact, when Senator Goldwater first came and 
asked me to sponsor his bill. he asked if I 
was for spectnun fees or against spectrum 
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fees, and I said, "What are they?" That's 
where I started in January, so I certainly 
don't present myself as an expert. 

Also, I have had some education in the 
paperwork you, as broadcasters, must fill out. 
Once I was driving my old "D" John Deere 
in a parade in South Dakota. At the end of 
the parade, the local radio station manager 
came up to me with a form he was filling 
out--it was an ascertainment thing or some
thing-and he humorously said, "Congress
man Pressler, I want to interview you about 
what's been going on in our town the last 
two years. You're usually here about one day 
every year, and perhaps you can tell us some 
of the issues that are important to our 
town!" 

Well, that shows the ridiculousness of 
some of the federal forms and some of the 
regulations we have imposed, not only on 
radio stations but on some of our other small 
business as well. 

Generally I tend to be on the side of 
deregulation wherever possible, although rid
ing Mississippi Valley Airlines today from 
Chicago to Dubuque and some of the airlines 
we're getting in South Dakota as a result of 
deregulation certainly make me wonder. Mis
sissippi Valley is a fine airline; I don't mean 
anything derogatory. The point is that in 
some of our small communities in South 
Dakota, deregulation is not such a good 
word. 

I think any deregulation we can have in 
an industry that has competition is very 
important. For this reason, I'm a cosponsor 
of the Goldwater bill, which has deregula
tion of the fairness doctrine , deregulation 
of many of the licensing procedures, a.nd 
deregulation of the ascertainments in radio. 
We feel strongly that there's enough compe
tition in radio, and we feel that the limi
tations on ownership have been good. But 
across the country, it's our strong feeling 
that we're burdening a lot of people with 
a lot of paperwork, and our bill provides for 
a deregulation in that area. 

I a.lso might say that our bill does not have 
spectrum fees in it--the Van Deerlin bill 
does, and the Hollings b111 does-but it's our 
feeling that if we're going to raise more 
money, it should be through the regular tax 
structure rather than a special tax on the 
airwaves. Maybe that will change-! don't 
know. But that is not true of the Van Deerlin 
bill and it's not true of the Hollings blll. 
As a matter of fact, that's why there are two 
Senate bllls. All of the House members have 
agreed on the Van Deerlin blll which has 
spectrum fees in it. The Hollings bill does, 
but the blll of which I'm a cosponsor bases 
fees only on the cost of regulation. 

As far as retransmission consent is con
cerned, I must say that I a.m undecided 
about this issue. In rural areas such as South 
Dakota and Iowa, it would be great to be 
able to take off all the signals from all the 
national ballgames and all the national 
copyrights without paying for them. And 
with satelllte and some of the othernew 
technologies we have, the possiblllties are 
even greater. On the other hand, we also 
need local weather reporting, tornado warn
ings, blizzard warnings, and local news. With 
the advance of new technologies, our de
bates may be obsolete. 

We may have to reach some kind of com
promise eventually between the copyright 
tribunal and the concept that there be total 
and automatic retransmission consent re
quired in terms of cable television. I would 
predict that the Congress will not change 
the present rules but will let the FCC decide 
this. In fact, I am going to predict later in 
this speech that Congress wlll not report 
out a final bill. But, certainly, South Dakota 
could not get very much major league base-

ball if it weren't for cable TV. Indeed, we 
wouldn't be able to watch the Twins unless 
they got into major games or the World 
Series. 

I think cable TV is here to stay. With fiber 
optics and the other new technologies com
ing, and the sa.telllte transmission develop
ing, I don't think we can stop or inhibit cable 
TV. I'm afraid that retransmission consent 
would mean that there would be no further 
development in cable, and we cannot accept 
that alternative. Thus, the bill of which I 
am a. cosponsor does not have retransmission 
consent in it. 

There is the issue of longer license term. In 
our bill we provide that radio license terms 
be deregulated and television terms length
ened. Unless there's a problem found in a 
community or a substantial group that is 
complaining, we could go much longer with
out going through the license renewal pro
cedure. 

In terms of the cross-ownership provisions, 
there's a great deal of variance in the bill. And 
let me say that I do support the concept of 
prohibiting cross-ownership in many in
stances. I'm against so-called "media monop
olies." I don't think we have a problem in 
Iowa or South Dakota, but we do have one in 
some of our bigger cities and I think it's a 
healthy thing to have some diversity. You can 
carry that too far, I suppose. 

Local coverage and public responsib1llty
I've spoken strongly on my position. We have 
a great problem in Iowa and South Dakota 
to protect the rural areas and small town in
terests. With the weather warning needed out 
here, with tornado warnings, bUzzard warn
ings, and stockman's warnings !or livestock, 
our local broadcasters and our local radio 
stations play a special role. And that is some
thinR that's sometimes hard to explain to the 
Ted Turners and others, although they can 
certainly provide this too with a certain 
amount of extra effort. 

TherE- are a number of other areas. One 
area that concerns me, as I have noted, is 
the need !or diversity of media ownership. 
I've spoken out very strongly about the grow
ing concentration· of media. monopolies in 
our C'.Ountry and in our society. The press has 
always treated me wonderfully-! don't have 
any axes to grind-but we've had Small 
Business Committee hearings on ways to pre
serve the independent publisher and the in
dependent broadcaster. 

In broadcasting, there is some protection 
because of the limitation. But more and more 
in newspaper publlshing, we're seeing a situ
ation where by 1984, 85 per cent of all the 
dally papers in the United States will be 
owned by five major groups. That's not neces
sary. and it's not right. It's not healthy !or 
the dissemination of news and entertain
ment. And it's a very difficult problem be
cause of the First Amendment. 

I say that as a de!endent of the First 
Amendment. I cosponsored and helped draft 
when I was in the House a shield law that 
dealt with due process and search and seiz
ures to protect reporters' papers, 

I'm not at all saying that the national 
media is bad. But I foresee a time, with the 
development of the satellite and some of the 
communications media, that 20 or 30 people 
in our country will be making directional 
decisions in terms of national news and na
tional entertainment. That probably won't 
affect most of you-no one wlll tell people 
how to write news stories in news rooms or 
radio stations. I'm talking about the kind of 
national news and some of the national 
entertainment. That's a very touchy subject. 
There are going to be additional hearings in 
the Judiciary Committee and in the Com
merce Committee on which I serve, because 
it's a. siuta.tion that's becoming very complex. 

For example, Time, Inc.-we think of it as 
Time Magazine--is now also listed as a forest 

products company. It owns everything from 
pulp mills to forests to polling organizations 
to television stations to newspapers to book 
publishing. That is a dangerous situation. 
We need diversity of views. Everyone in this 
room would write a news story differently, 
and they should. We need a lot of different · 
people reporting the news and a lot of differ
ent people overseeing them. 

Some of the newspaper chains also seek 
to have the maximum number of television 
and radio stations in big markets. Some own 
the big polllng organizations. Some own book 
publishing groups. It just isn't necessary or 
good for the publishing and broadcasting in
dustry to have that kind of concentration in 
power. I believe the Congress is going to 
be very hesitant to move in this area-the 
Justice Department is. I am sponsoring S. 
600, which would prevent certain types of 
mergers-not only in large media organiza
tions, but in other conglomerates as well. 

I would hope that broadcasters and pub
lishers would take initiative in adopting re
solutions and making it known that they're 
concerned about this. Because it could, ulti
mately, harm the industry in terms of credi
bll1ty of national news and national enter
tainment. There is concern and there is a 
feeling in this area. And I sense in South 
Dakota maybe more so, maybe we have more 
of a populist feeling. 

As a final point, let me say that our Com
munications Subcommittee went up to the 
Bell Laboratories in New Jersey for a briefing 
on the technologies of the next ten years. 
The day I spent at Bell Labs made me think 
that maybe a lot of the issues we are debat
ing are obsolete. The whole concept of broad
casting and communications will be chang
ing over the next decades. 

We may one day be receiving our news
papers over a telecopier. The time is not far 
away when broadcast signals will be trans
mitJted. directly from satellites to a "dish" 
receiver on the top of each person's home. 
The challenging question in this area will 
concern who wlll control those satellites. In 
telecommunications, coaxial cable is being 
replaced by fiber optics and laser beams, 
promising great benefits to rura.l areas in 
special news, entertainment, weather report
ing, and even medical services. 

It is possible that our rewrite of the Com
munications Act of 1934 could be obsolete by 
the time it 1s completed. 

And there's a lot of controversy. Some feel 
that we're having all these hearings and 
maybe we won't have a rewrite because we 
can't seem to agree on anything. 

On the Senate side, Senator Goldwater is 
very respected in this area and could prob
ably block anything that he wanted to. sena
tor Hollings is very respected. Van Deerlin 
seems to have the thing together on the 
House side, although he said recently he 
might peel off the retransmission consent 
part ot the bUI. Maybe in the end we'll keep 
the present law. But I do hope we move to
wards major deregulation in those markets 
where we have competition, and certainly 
radio is one, if we·re really sincere. 

Also, there is an interesting difference be
tween the House and Senate Committees. 
The House Committee is made up largely of 
urban, big city Congressmen. The Senate 
Committee is made up of Senators from rural 
and small town states. I don't know how this 
h8ippened but, as a result, the House Com
mittee favors the retransmission consent 
because most broadcasters tn big cities don't 
see the need for cable quite so much, while 
Holl1ngs of South Carolina., Pressler of South 
Dakota, Goldwater of Arizona., Cannon of 
Nevada, etc. are all very interested in see
ing cable develop in small towns and rural 
areas. That's an intresting difference between 
the House and Senate Committees, and prob-
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ably one of the reasons we won't ha.ve any bUl 
a.t all. 

So those are my positions on these basic 
issues. I had intended to take about ten min
minutes of questions. I've been given a. clock; 
I've got time for about five minutes of ques
tions, or bette;: yet, advice and commeruts. 
This 1s kind of sudden to be asking for ques
tJons, but I see Blll Turner and he's getting 
ready to take me to the airport to catch the 
Ozark. 

I always ask my constituents for their 
questions and advice, and I get plenty of 
advice. I should-that's what I'm getting 
paid for. But I'll be glad to take questions 
on anything on the Communications Sub
committee, or SALT. I'm on the Budget Com
mittee, the Environment and Publlc Works 
Committee, the Small Business Committee, 
the Republican Senatorial Campaign Com
mittee. I'll ta.ke a question on anything. 

Q. Would you discuss for us the likellhood 
of a. Communications rewrite going through 
this session? 

A. I can't speak with a. great deal of au
thority, but I would say that I'm doubtful 
that one will go through. We're having a. lot 
of hearings and I think we'll probably have 
some amendments, but we're having a. vary 
hard time getting agreement. And it could 
be that the House will pass a. bill. 

I know Senator Goldwater adamantly op
posses the spectrum fees, and our bill does 
not include that. There was a.n efiort to reach 
agreement on one bill in the Senate between 
Holl1ngs and Goldwater. Let me say that 
the Senate 1s the sort of a. place where some
one who is very respected in a.n area. can 
block a. bill. Senator Goldwater, as you know, 
has been a ham radio person and is an expert 
in this field. I think that if he felt strongly 
enough, he could block the bill. 

If I were to make a. prediction, I'd predict 
we'd keep going with what we've got, with 
some amendments, when it's all said and 
done. But I'm certainly no great authority 
and I could be wrong. Hollings expressed hope 
a.t the national meeting for a. marku~ in July, 
but having a. markup doesn't mean you've 
got a. bill. So I would predict that we won't 
have a lot of basic changes, although there 
are many areas tha. t should be changed. 

But I think we're going to reach a. dead
lock on things like spectrum fees; retrans
mission consent; the deregulation of the fair
ness doctrine and ascertainment. The longer 
license term or elimination of license term 
is another area. of great difierence. When it's 
all said and done, I think we're going to be 
fi111bustered or deadlocked. But maybe I'm 
wrong. 

Q. If you think the Congress is going to 
deadlock, would you guess that the FCC will 
move toward deregulation, or would they 
wait for Congress? 

A. Well, I certainly hope that they do, al
though a lot of things the FCC is doing now 
are in anticipation that Congress is going to 
either affirm it or deny these activites. They 
think we're up to bat, and we should be. In 
Washington, Congress always likes to pass 
everything over to the bureaucracy if they 
can. Once in a. while the bureaucracy ·wUl 
pass something back to Congress. All mem
bers of the Senate and House would like to 
go out and blame OSHA and blame the De
partment of Agriculture. 0! course, we fund 
them every year-we don't explain that. But 
members of Congress love to blame the bu
reaucracy about everything. 0! course we've 
got control over them theoretically. 

Right now, it's fascinating to me as a new
comer, because the FCC is doing some things 
it hasn't done in years. I think part of the 
reason the Commission is moving is because 
they feel we're goi:::1g to have a. markup, we're 
going to come out with a bill, and we're going 
to affirm or deny what they do. But I sup
port many of the moves towards deregula
tion-less paperwork, less ltcenses, and less 
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requirements are part of my general theme 
when I run for office. So I hope that this will 
at least provide the FCC with some guid
ance as to what Congess is thinking. 

But the House b111, I think, it worse than 
the present ·b111, 1! I may say so. May.be you 
know more about it than I do. I think the 
Van Deerlin bill is worse than the present Act 
in many ways, but maybe I'm wrong. 

Q: You expressed concern a.'bout the con
glomerates owning more and more news
papers. Do you see more of a danger in that-
media specialists-as opposed to other con
glomerates that know nothing about media 
buying media to spread their word? 

A: Well, you've raised exactly a point that 
concerns me. Our whole economy is turning 
to conglomerates. It's just a matter of time 
before an oil company or food chain store 
buys a media conglomerate. 

Indeed, the hearings we've held indicate 
that the great nationwide media conglom
erates make an after-tax equity earning of 
22.2 per cent, which is twice what the oil 
companies make and three times what most 
industry makes. They're a very good invest
ment. 

These great conglomerates are discredit
ing hardworking broadcasters, hardworking 
reporters, and independent newspaper pub
lishers. I'm of the opinion that this is a very 
serious problem. But the problem is that 
they're using the First Amendment and 
they're exempt from the anti-trust laws, the 
fair trade practices, etc. 

I don't know what the solution is. I sug
gested anti-trust legislation, and Gannett's 
Ohairman and President has come into 
South Dakota and said I'm trying to destroy 
the First Amendment. I think he cares a 
great deal about journalism but he's a busi
nessman in a very conglomerate sense. ·I do 
hope that broadcasters, publishers, and re
porters will speak out about this situation. 
If a Member of Congress does it it sounds 
like he's trying to control the pres~. 

I also complain about the conglomerates 
in oil, in food chain stores, and in other in
dustries. Our whole economy is changing 
from the free enterprise system, where a 
young person could own a farm or business 
to where we now look forward to working 
!or someone else for our careers.e 

RHODESIA 

• Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, two 
articles have appeared in the May 24 
New York Times that put the current 
Rhodesian situation into perspective. 
Stanley Macebuh, a well-known Ni
gerian journalist, describes the African 
view of the Rhodesia vote in the U.S. 
Senate on May 15. Anthony Lewis as
sesses the consequences in Africa of a 
precipitous move to lift sanctions against 
Salisbury and comments on the dangers 
that lie ahead for the United States. I 
ask that these two articles be printed 
in the RECORD and that the Members of 
this body seriously weigh the arguments 
that these thoughtful observers present. 

The articles follow: 
(From the New York Times, May 24, 1979) 

INTO THE QUAGMIRE? 

(By Anthony Lewis) 
BosToN, May 23.-In the next three weeks 

President Carter has to make one of his most 
difficult foreign-policy decisions whether to 
end sanctions against Rhodesia. Why is it so 
hard? Why should he not simply follow the 
Senate's advice and welcome the new Salis
bury Government about to be formed under 
a first black Prime Minister, Bishop Abel 
Muzorewa? 

The concern is over practical consequences. 

American policy on Rhodesia has to change 
now, has to take account of Bishop Mu
zorewas' showing 1n the internal election. 
But too abrupt a change might do real dam
age to American interests. 

The basic danger lies in identifying the 
United States with the white minority 1n 
southern Africa. The new Rhodesian Con
stitution leaves most effective power in the 
hands of the white 3 percent of the popula
tion--control of the army, for example, and 
the civil service and the courts. For that rea
son Bishop Muzorewa is widely regarded in 
Africa as a front for white Rhodesia and 
more significantly, South Africa. The United 
States could expect a deeply hostile reaction 
1! it embraced the Bishop. 

But why should we care about angry words 
from Africa? Wouldn't they come mainly 
from radical governments that attack the 
United States anyway? Senator S. I. Haya
kawa, a prime mover in the campaign to end 
sanctions, said the other day that the crit
icism was just "rhetoric," and he "wouldn't 
pay that much attention." 

Of course African goveTilments, like oth
ers, utter a good many empty words. But, 
if they see the United States as joining the 
white redoubt in southern Africa., their 
reaction might matter. 

The chairman of the House African Af
fairs subcommittee, Representative Stephen 
J. Solarz, recently wrote African leaders ask
tng their views on American policy 1n 
Rhodesia. President Tolbert of Liberia cabled 
back that to end sanctions and recognize 
the Muzorewa Government would erode "the 
good will tha.t the United States now en
Joys among many African states." He· fore-
6aw specific damaging results, among them 
this: 

"The action would adversely afiect what
ever support the United Sta.tes may hope 
to ga.rner among African states in respect 
of its initiatives in the Middle East." 

Liberia is one of the least radical of African 
goveTilments, historica.lly olosest to the 
United States, and it is worried about the 
consequences. The reaction would be equally 
strong from the most important country ln 
black Africa, Nigeria.. Its leaders have acted 
before now against Western firms that did 
business with Rhodesia. 

Nigeria's oil is important to the West. So 
are its financial deposits, especially ln 
Britain. A threat to withdraw those balances 
worried the British Government at an earlier 
stage of the Rhodesian ta.ngle. And concern 
about economic consequences is one reason 
the new conservative Government, though 
tdeologica.lly inclined to end sanctions, 1s 
moving so slowly. 

There is another danger, potentta.lly even 
more serious, that I believe is on the mind 
of the new British Foreign Secret&ry, Lord 
carrington, as well as of American officials. 
Th<at is the risk of being drawn into respon
sibiUty tor the survival of the Muzorewa 
Government: the risk of finding ourselves 
ln a southern African quagmire. 

It the United States were now to move all 
the way toward the Muzorewa Government, 
it would lose the influence it has had with 
the front-line black states nearby. It could 
not play a mediating role in a.n attempt to 
end what is a major guerrilla war: one that 
has cost 20,000 lives so far, the equivalent of 
500,000 in the U.S. 

The Soviets might well step up their arms 
shipments to the Patriotic Front guerrillas. 
Zambia, now helpless before Rhodesian at
tacks, might seek Soviet aid for the first 
time. Jf the war then turns against the Salis
bury Government, the Carter Administra
tion would be under heavy pressure from 
the right to do something-not to "let a 
free Government go under." Would we send 
military aid? Advisers? 

In short, there is a danger of finding our
selves coupled with South A:frica. .in a esca.
lattng, tnternattonaltzed war. That would be 
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a formula for isolating the United States in 
the world. It would be a disastrous histori
cal mistake. 

There is also an internal American reason 
for caution in embracing Sallsbury. To an 
extent not yet generally understood, leading 
American blacks identify with the blacks 
of southern Africa-and suspect that white 
America is prepared to sell them out. The 
black Mayor of Atlanta, Maynard Jackson, 
has lately raised money for the Patriotic 
Front blacks know that Bishop Muzorewa's' 
friends here include men who have been for 
white minority rule all along, such as Sena
tor Jesse Helms. 

All these factors suggest that the United 
States should change its policy with delib
erate speed-and not get out in front of 
Britain. What influence we have, including 
the possib111ty of lifting anctions, should 
be used for the next few months to encour
age peace talks and move the Salisbury Gov
ernment toward real black political respon
sib111ty. And President carter has an obliga
tion to do what he has not done so far: ex
plain the American interests that may be 
at stake in Rhodesia. 

RHODESIA'S U.S. SENATE 
(By Stanley Macebuh) 

To many Africans it was always clear that 
the Senate never did have much stomach 
for the radical shifts that the Administra
tion sought to bring to American policy on 
southern Africa. Both Rhodesia's outgoing 
Prime Minister, Ian D. Smith, and the South 
African Government knew this and have 
consistently exploited this knowledge to the 
full. 

The recent Senate resolution asking Presi
dent Carter to lift the economic sanctions 
imposed on Rhodesia In 1966 and 1968 was 
predictable. What was surprising was the 
lopsided pattern of the 75-to-19 vote and the 
casualness with which many Senators 
glossed over the basic issues. All but the 19 
Senators appear to have bought the argu
ment that -the recent elections in Rhodesia 
had been "free and fair" and that Mr. Smith 
and Bishop Abel T. Muzorewa can't be such 
devils if they could command the support 
of 65 percent of their country's electorate. 
But elections were neither free nor fair and 
merely ratified a number of principles that 
Americans in particular ought to have little 
difficulty rejecting as totally racist. 

Rhodesia has a population of almost seven 
million people, 85 percent of them black, 15 
percent of them white. But the Constitution 
that the newly elected Government is sup
posed to enforce grants almost 30 percent 
of the seats in Parliament to whites, thus 
enshrining the manifestly racist doctrine 
that white Rhodesians have an interest in 
the state altogether out of proportion to 
their numerical strength. The Constitution 
insists that the new Cabinet will consist of 
20 ministers, 14 of them black and six o"f 
them white. But it leaves the personnel 
structure of the white-dominated armed 
forces, the police, judiciary and civil serv
ice virtually unchanged, thus insuring that 
white Rhodesians, despite their being a 
minority, will retain their control of all the 
major institutions of the state. 

White Rhodesians were given an oppor
tunity to ratify or reject the Constitution 
in a referendum and Mr. Smith saw to it. that 
they gave It their overwhelming support. 
Black Rhodesians were never allowed to vote 
on It, presumably because they were too 
dumb to understand Its complexitie>. But 
that did not stop their being marched to 
the polls to elect a Government that would 
implement the very Constitution · that they 
were too unintelligent to comprheend. 

Much has been made of the fact that over 
60 percent of the registered voters went to 
the polls, thus demonstrating their over-

whelming support for the deal which Mr. 
Smith struck with Bishop Muzorewa. But 
no independent observers of the elections 
took much trouble to determine the valid
ity of the voting lists or to examine the 
subtler forms of coercion the Government 
used to influence the outcome. 

Of the approximately 1.8 million people 
who voted, at least 350,000 were migrant 
workers from neighboring countries who did 
not need to be reminded how hazardous it 
was to stay home on election day. One hun
dred thousand were members of Rhodesia's 
aux111ary defense forces who both voted and 
saw to it that those under their charge went 
to the polls. The turnout in the "protected 
v111ages" where nearly 500,000 black Rhode
stallS had camped was reported to have been 
very high, obviously because the blacks had 
very little option. Add to these figures the 
more than 100,000 white Rhodesians who 
most certainly could not afford to stay home 
on election day and it becomes clear that 
there was nothing remarkable in the much
vaunted turnout. Fifty percent of those who 
voted did so not in spite of the threats from 
the Patriotic Front but because of subtle co
ercion from Government functionaries. Even 
if we took the cynical view that the Govern
ment outsmarted the Patriotic Front in the 
game of coercion, that would stlll make non
sense of the claim that so many blacks voted 
because they approved of the future being 
offered. 

Both on the grounds of constitutional 
principle and electoral ethics the elections 
were utterly farcical. They were held to 
validate the doctrine of racial superiority. 
They dented the merits of majority rule. And 
they conferred on the organizers a contrived 
legitimacy that they did not deserve. 

All this should have been obvious to the 
Senators who voted to lift sanctions. That 
they did not act in accordance with what 
they knew, and ordinarily believe in, suggests 
that their real concerns had very little to 
do either with democratic ideals or with free 
and fair elections. They were far more agi
tated by .the prospect that black Marxist 
"terrorists" were threatening to overwhelm 
and destroy a white pro-Western regime 
and they appear ·-to· have · -concluded that 
backing Mr. Smith was the best possible way 
to keep southern Africa safe from commu
nism if not for democracy. 

The irony is that they did not really need 
Ian Smith's elections to justify this position 
and that future events wm almost certainly 
prove them wrong. For the Rhodesians, par
ticularly those who have been kept away 
from the current arrangements, will get 
justice one way or the other. And if Western 
nations, particularly the United States, re
fuse to help them in their just cause, they 
and many moderate African nations wm 
seek help -from elsewhere. That includes 
Cuba and the Soviet Union. 

. INTERIOR'S PHONY AUDIT 
• Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, the U.S. 
Department of_ the Interior has become 
an empire unto itself, with little regard 
or even consideration of the position 
taken ·by the Congress of the United 
States on many ·important matters. 

It has become a haven not for sensible 
environmentalists but for environmental 
extremists and they have effectively 
accomplished their goal of stopping 
many badly needed projects of all kinds, 
especially water projects which are the 
lifeblood Of Western States. Their de-
·cisions are also contribUting in large 
number to our failure to develop new 
and badly needed -sources of energy. 

In the June 14 issue of the Minot Daily 
News published at Minot, N.Dak., there 

was an editorial which very ably and 
po!ntedly points up the inaccurate re
ports and propaganda they are con
stantly spewing forth. I submit for the 
RECORD the editorial entitled "Interior's 
Phony Audit." 

The editorial follows: 
[From the Minot Daily News, June 14, 1979] 

INTERIOR'S PHONY AUDIT 
An Interior Department audit asserts that 

money is not coming in fast enough to jus
tify the $2.5-billion outlay the federal gov
ernment has made to date in the Pick-Sloan 
water development program. But a news
letter published by the Upper Missouri Water 
Users Association, representing the states of 
North Dakota, South Dakota, Montana and 
Wyoming, calls the audit "fiction" which 
lea~s the informed reader "stunned at the 
apparent lack of knowledge" of those pre
paring it. 

Only the return from power revenues was 
counted in making the economic analysis, 
and whlle that already amounts to $1.35 
b1llion, it is just the beginning of the yield 
from Pick-Sloan investments. More than 
$800 million in power "profit" has been re
turned to the federal treasury, and this flscal 
year alone will bring in another $73.4 million. 

The obviously distorted audit-probably 
manipulated by Interior's environmentalists 
to discredit water development-carefully 
overlooked the $1.4 billion in flood damages 
that the project has prevented. And it made 
no effort to put the lives saved by stopping 
major floods on the economic scale. 

It chose to list no economic plusses !or 
the millions of tons of shipping that move 
on the now-controlled waters of the once
uncontrolled Missouri River. It saw no asset 
in the $5 5 in crops grown under irrigation 
in the river basin. And that figure would be 
many times higher under the full 4.5 million 
acres of irrigation envisioned in Pick-Sloan. 

To date only 525,000 acres have been pro
vided with a full or supplemental water 
supply. But even that limited acreage gen
erates an estimated $2.2 mlllion annually in 
federal, state and local taxes. 

What's the value of the many new recrea
tional fac111ties? Or the municipal water? Or 
new wildllfe habitat? 

It is a sad day when a department of our 
federal government stoops to such shocking 
distortions in a. so-called audit.e 

PIECEMEAL IMMIGRATION POLICY 
e Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, the 
American Legion is an organization 
which has always supported and de
fended the basic values of America. It 
has consistently been concerned with 
protecting the best interests of the 
United States and speaks for large num
bers of Americans who have given out
standing service to our country. Needless 
to say, the Legion's position on impor
tant issues is one that should be given 
a great deal of serious consideration. 

The American Legion has demon
strated a longstanding concern about the 
increasing flow of illegal aliens into the 
United States and has spoken ;forcefully 
on the issue. In a recent letter to me, 
they reiterated this concern and also 
questioned the present efforts to pass a 
major refugee admissions bill without 
looking at the whole immigration pic
ture. It is stated in the letter that: 

Refugees, despite their special reasons for 
entering the U.S., present the same problems 
as any other immigrants after their arrival 
and any decision to consider the proposals 
of s. 643 without simultaneously seeking so-
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lutions to the nation's deteriorating immi
gration picture would be unWise. 

I request that the complete letter be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The letter follows: 
THE AMERICAN LEGION, 

Washington, D.C., June 14, 1979. 
Hon. WALTER D. HUDDLESTON, 
U.S. Senate, Dirksen Senate Office Building, 
washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR HUDDLESTON: The American 
Legion, recognizing the inadequacies of our 
nation's refugee program, can certainly ap
preciate the efforts of those who support 
pending legislation (S. 643) to formalize the 
existing system. However, we believe it to be 
a mistake to consider such legislation with
out evaluating its impact on our overall 1m
migration policy. 

The admission of refugees to the U.S. has 
consistently been one of our greatest human
itarian gestures but our enthusiasm to wel
come the world's persecuted must be tem
pered by a recognition of the difficulties as
sociated with assimllating these people into 
American society. Refugees, despite their spe
cial reasons for entering the U.S., present the 
same problems as any other immigrants af
ter their arrival and any decision to consider 
the proposals of S. 643 without simultaneous
ly seeking solutions to the nation's de
teriorating immigration picture would be un
wise. Futher, an across-the-board evaluation 
would be incomplete Without examining il
legal immigration. 

We can no longer afford to advertise the 
U.S. as "the land of plenty" and extend an 
open invitation to everyone in the world who 
believe they would improve their lives by be

.ing here. T!lousands of temporary visa im
migrants are going underground to remain 
in this country while m1llions of others are 
blatantly disregarding immigration laws by 
entering the U.S. 1llegally. Admittedly, these 
people are motivated by economic conditions 
in their native countries and, as such, they 
enter the U.S. for different reasons than ref
ugees but 1llegal immigrants and refugees 
alike continue to exert tremendous pressure 
on our already-extended resources. It, there
fore, is unrealistic to consider revamping our 
refugee admission procedures in isolation. 

There are those who would argue that the 
immediate adoption of effective legislation 
to control megal immigration would be pre
mature since we don't have enough definitive 
information on the matter. This is simply 
not true since data accumulated over the 
past several years have conclusively demon
strated the need for remedial legislation. Ex
pressions of public concern over illegal im
migration and private sector proposals to ad
dress the issue are contained in hearing rec
ords of both the Senate and House. 

Again, we urge you and your colleagues to 
seriously evaluate our nation's total immi
gration program when considering the pend
ing refugee b111. 

Sincerely, 
MYLIO S. KRAJ' A, 

Director, National Legislative Commission.e 

S. 344-BILLBOARD LAW NOW A 
MESS 

e Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, the 
Houston Chronicle recently ran an edi
torial entitled: "Billboard Law Now a 
Mess." This editorial shows how ineffec
tively the current billboard control pro
gram has been, frustrating most every
one except the owners of the billboards. 
The editorial expresses support for my 
bill, S. 344, which would grant greater 
flexibility to the States to operate bill
board removal programs. 

In addition, Mr. President, the publi
cation Preservation News recently in
cluded an article entitled: "How Come 
There Are Still So Many Billboards?" 
Notes Preservation News about the pres
ent Federal law: 

Despite its lofty intentions, the bill has 
been an almost total failure. 

I ask that both the editorial and the 
article be printed in the RECORD. 

The material follows: 
[From the Houstc.n Chronicle, May 5, 1979] 

BILLBOARD LAW Now A MEss 
The federal Highway Beautification Act of 

1965, dealing with removal of b1llboards and 
screening of junkyards along certain high
ways, has become costly to taxpayers and 
largely ineffective as a means of visually 
improving roadsides. 

Fewer than 100,000 non-complying signs 
have been removed along highways since the 
act became effective. Critics say changes 
made in the law mean another 100 years 
might be required to finally get all the signs 
down-at a cost of perhaps $1 billion to the 
taxpayers. Even allowing for a little prej
udice, the statistics are cause for concern. 

Determining which signs were to come 
down and how sign owners were to be com
pensated seemed to be fairly clear when the 
law was passed, but federal interpretation 
and subsequent amendments have changed 
that. Changes approved last year so altered 
the rules regarding compensation and non
compliance that lumped together they were 
tagged, apparently with some justification, 
the Billboard Promotion Act of 1978. 

To further complicate matters, Congress 
has been hesitant to appropriate funds for 
the program even though changes have put 
more and more of a financial load on the 
federal government. The result has been a 
virtual halt to the program as originally 
visualized. 

A move is under way in Congress to end 
the confusion by shifting the burden of 
highway beautification to the states, with 
federal aid available, under certain condi
tions, to help pay for billboard removal. By 
and large, the states would determine what 
sort of beautification program they want and 
t:t.e federal role would be minimized. 

The present law is confusing, misleading 
and potentially costly. A review is certainly 
in order. Giving the states the primary role 
in determining how strong a program they 
want would seem to be a logical move. 

[From Preservation News, June 1979] 
How COME THERE ARE STILL So MANY 

BILLBOARDS? 
(By Edward T. McMahon) 

Have you ever driven down a cluttered, 
billboard-strewn highway and · wondered 
what happened to the Highway Beautifica
tion Act? 

During the 1950s and early 1960s few issues 
evoked more discussion or debate among both 
preservationists and environmentalists than 
aesthetics and sign control. 

Prodded by concern for the visual quality of 
the environment and with the backing of 
President and Mrs. Lyndon Johnson, Con
gress passed the Federal Highway Beautifica
tion Act of 1965. Sometimes called the "Lady 
Bird Bill," it was intended to screen junk
yards and remove billboards along the 43,000 
mlles of federally financed interstate 
highways. 

Although backers considered the blll weak 
from the start it did make billboard control 
mandatory: States that did not comply with 
the act could lose up to 10 percent of their 
federal highway funds. 

However, despite lts lofty intentions, the 
bill has been an almost total failure. De
signed as a highway beautification law, it has 
been subverted to such an extent that former 
backers now call it a blllboard protection law. 

Things have gotten so bad that Sen. Robert 
Stafford (R-Vt.), a strong supporter of pres
ervation and environmental aesthetics, has 
introduced legislation to repeal the act. Sen
ator Staffvrd explains that "the purposes this 
Act was intended to achieve have been to a 
large degree perverted. The Act has become 
more a protection for billboards than the 
cause for their removal." 

What went wrong and what if anything can 
be done about it are two questions being 
asked by preservationists throughout the 
country. Those familiar with the act answer 
the first question by pointing to "crippling 
amendments, loopholes in the act and 
ineffective enforcement." 

One of the act's biggest loopholes is that it 
permits billboards in any area zoned com
mercial or industrial. In practice this has 
meant that many ,local communities and 
county governments have designated nar
row strips along the entire length of rural 
highways as commercial or industrial zones, 
thus permitting billboards in areas otherwise 
totally rural in character. Wyoming, for 
example, zoned all lands outside of munici
palities within 600 feet of the highway right
of-way as commercial. 

Charles Floyd, a professor at the Univers
ity of Georgia and a staunch advocate of 
billboard controls, says that "perhaps the 
ultimate perversion of the beautification law 
has been its use as justification for the legal
ized vandalism of tree-cutting in front of 
billboards." Several states, including Geor
gia, South Carolina, Michigan and California, 
are now alloWing sign companies to destroy 
trees on the public right-of-way in front of 
billboards. The monies for this action are 
ironically provided by the Highway Beauti
fication Act. 

The list of loopholes and crippling amend
ments is a long one. Anyone interested in a 
detailed discussion of the act's inadequacies 
should consult the Apr11 1979 issue of Plan
ning, the journal of the American Planning 
Association. 

Chances that the act can be redeemed are 
slim, but the Federal Highway Administra
tion has announced that a series of nation
wide hearings will be held in June and July 
to assess the public's feelings about the act. 
Preservationists, particularly those interested 
in conserving the historic, cultural and rural 
landscape should recognize that effective bill
board control is essential to the success of 
their efforts.e 

WHO NEEEDS THE MX?-II 

e Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, the 
decision of the administration to proceed 
with the MX missile has raised many 
serious questions, particularly now that 
we are about to begin the advice and con
sent process on SALT n. Last week I 
made a comprehensive statement con
cerning some of these . questions and 
stated that the administration has a 
heavy burden of justifying the need and 
feasibility of the MX missile system. 

Although there is no question that the 
development of the MX is permitted un
der SALT n, the mobile basing mode for 
the MX has yet to be determined and 
must be consistent with verification re
requirements of the SALT process. There 
are obviously complex technical and engi
neering problems involved in designing a 
survivable and verifiable mobile basing 
mode for the MX. In addition, the MX 
missile system appears to be designed not 
only to survive the threat of a Soviet first
strike capacity but to provide the United 
States with a devastating first-strike or 
counterforce capacity of its own. 

It is questionable whether the SALT 
process was served by the decision of the 



15254 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE June 18, 1979 

United States to deploy-rather than 
ban-MIRV's. Indeed, it is the subsequent 
Soviet development and deployment of 
MffiV's which creates the perceived and 
serious threat to our ICBM's. If we pro
ceed with the development and then the 
deployment of the MX as a mobile mis
sile system, we must anticipate that the 
Soviets will develop and deploy their own 
land-based mobile missile system. 

Assuming adequate verification of such 
mobile missile systems-a very large and 
questionable assumption for me to make 
as to our ability to verify a Soviet sys
tem-there are those who maintain that 
the strategic forces will be more balanced 
and strategic deterrence will be better 
maintained if both the Americans and 
Soviets have essentially invulnerable mo
bile ICBM'S. 

But others maintain that strategic bal
ance and deterrence are better main
tained by not proceeding with a mobile 
MX. thereby inviting-if not requiring
Soviet response, as in the case of MIRV'S. 
One of the leading proponents of this 
position, Mr. President, is columnist Tom 
Wicker of the New York Times. 

Last week I placed in the RECORD a 
thoughtful article by Mr. Wicker entitled 
"Who Needs the MX?-I." Now Mr. 
Wicker has written a second piece on the 
MX. Because of the importance of this 
issue, I request that this second article 
be printed in the RECORD. 

The article by Tom Wicker, "Who 
Needs the MX?-ll" from the New York 
Times, Friday, June 15, 1979, follows: 

WHO NEEDS THE MX?-II 
(By Tom Wicker) 

American predictions of Soviet strategic 
weapons intentions and capacity have been 
consistently wrong. The "missile gap" of the 
1950's that would lead to Soviet nuclear 
superiority in the 60's; the ABM defense sys
tem Moscow was building a decade ago; the 
"first-strike capacity" the Nixon Admin
istration feared the Soviets sought from their 
SS-9 missile-all proved in the long run 
better at boosting Pentagon appropriations 
than blasting American security. 

That need not be the case with today's 
perceived threat, of course, but this is useful 
history to keep in mind as the Carter Ad
ministration goes forward with its dubious 
plan to develop and deploy the MX mobile 
missile system at a cost of at least $30 bllllon. 
Equally vital to remember is that throughout 
the strategic arms race, when one side has 
leaped momentarily ahead (usually the 
United States), the other inevitably has 
moved to catch up. 

Thus, when the United States deployed 
MIRV's-misslles with numerous warheads 
that could be independently targeted-the 
Soviets developed their own MIRV. By the 
mid-1980's, it is now belleved, Soviet MIRV's 
with greatly improved accuracy wlll threaten 
the American land-based missile system. The 
MX, a 95-ton monster carrying 10 MIRV's, 
each with the explosive power of 20 Hiro
shima-size bombs, is the Carter Administra
tion's expensive answer, it can be shifted 
along a 20-mile protected trench on a ran
road track and presumably hidden from 
Soviet attackers. 

The most obvious question about this 
idea is whether the Soviets won't then bulld 
their own mobile mtsstle system, presenting 
both sides with the necessity to target more 
warheads on more possible hiding places, at 
greater cost for less security. Perhaps as im
portant is the problem of verification, which 
1s essential to both arms control and deter
rence. For either concept to work, each side 

has to be confident of the strength and de
ployment of the other. 

Shuttling missiles around obviously makes 
verification chancier, even if both sides play 
fair. Hence, the possib111ty of fatal miscal
culation may be increased. And if Americans 
fear Soviet cheating now-as, in the SALT 
debate, numerous senators say they do
they would have even more to fear if the 
Soviets develop a mobile missile of their own. 
American security would be better served 
by negotiating a ban on mobile missiles of 
intercontinental range-as it would have 
been better served by a ban on MIRV's. 

So far, however, the Soviet reaction to Mr. 
Carter's MX decision has been relatively 
mild (imagine the response of say, John 
Tower of Texas had the Soviets gone first with 
a mobile missile). That may indicate that 
Moscow believes, as do some American ob
servers, that Mr. Carter really is trying to 
"buy" support for SALT II from the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff and conservative senators. 
They may think that once the treaty is rat
ified, the President wlll reverse himself and 
cancel the MX at a cost of the $1 billion 
already in the fiscal 1979 and 1980 budgets. 

If that is Mr. Carter's game, it might prove 
harder to play than he think&-particula.rly 
if SALT votes and the Joint Chiefs' support 
really were predicated on the development 
of the MX. If on the other hand the Presi
dent actually is planning to build the mo
bile missile system as the $30-billlon price 
of a short-term SALT treaty, he mocks the 
whole idea of strategic arms limitation
which in any world outside that of the gen
erals and the think tanks means lowering 
the costs and the risks of the nuclear arms 
race. 

Besides, it's not clear that the MX can buy 
a. SALT treaty. The new missile would not 
answer all the questions senators have raised, 
nor would it necessarlly eliminate proposed 
amendments or the Presidential maneu
vertngs of Senator Howard Baker, the mi
nority leader. But such an expensive and 
risky arms investment might well cause a 
number of otherwise sympathetic senators 
to vote against SALT, considering the MX 
far too high a price and one that might 
vitiate the treaty anyway. 

In justification of MX development, an 
unnamed "official" was quoted in The New 
York Times as believing that without it, 
American land-based missiles would have to 
be phased out. This, the official said, would 
leave the Soviet Union as the only nation 
with land~based strategic forces and would 
therefore be "unacceptable." 

Is it? The MX can't be fully deployed for a 
decade, even if no technical, political or en
vironmental problems delay it; and in that 
period there could be a further shift--per
haps at less cost, less risk and less environ
mental damage-toward reliance on sea- and 
air-based mtsslles and manned bombers. 

If there is no military need to maintain 
land-based ICBM's, keeping them just be
cause the Soviets have them would be keep
ing up with the Joneses at ridiculously high 
cost. On the other hand, phasing out these 
nuclear-tipped dinosaurs in favor of cruise 
mtsslles and submarine-based missiles and 
submarine-based missiles might indeed be 
"unacceptable" to generals who think hard
ware is security and defense contractors who 
need $30 blllion.e 

DEVELOPMENT OF ENERGY RE
SOURCES WITHOUT HARMING· 
THE ENVIRONMENT 

• Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, as the 
energy crisis worsens and the need for 
the development of domestic sources of 
energy becomes more and more apparent, 
there has been much talk of the ability 
Of this country to reconcile the various 

needs to develop its domestic energy 
resources with the need to protect the 
environment. I am one who believes that 
it is possible to reconcile the two in a 
meaningful manner and to promote the 
development of domestic resources with
out harming the environment. One of the 
best examples of this proposition is the 
ongoing development of Alaska's re
sources, particularly its energy potential. 
In Alaska, we are daily confronting the 
dimcult question of how to develop 
energy resources without harming the 
environment. That question is being ad
dressed in a responsible manner in 
Alaska as a recent article in the Alaska 
Construction and Oil magazine indicates. 
This article entitled, "Environmental 
Concern Brings New Knowledge of 
Alaska Back Country," details just some 
of the specific provisions made by indus
try to insure that development of 
Alaska's natural resources does not de
stroy the environment. I commend this 
article to my colleagues and ask that it 
be printed in the REcoRD. 

The article follows: 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN BRINGS NEW 

KNOWLEDGE OF ALASKA BACK CouNTRY 
Industry has come a long way since the 

world awoke to the fact that Earth's re
sources are not unlimited. Private industry 
has responded to stricter governmental reg
ulations by developing new methods and 
products that keep environmenrt;a.l impact 
to a. minlmum. No longer are profit and 
convenience the major factors in operating 
decisions. EnvironmeDJtal considerations of
ten determine the where, when and how of 
drilling an oll well, oonstnwting a bridge, 
min1ng an ore body or hanrestlng a timber 
sta.nd. 

As a. direct result of the petroleum indus
try's activities in Alaska., much has been 
learned about the state's vast physical fea
tures, vegeta..tion and wlldllfe. Whatever con
cerns there may be about the adverse effects 
of drllling a well on arctic tundra, construct
ing a pipellne that bisects the state or estab
lishing oll production !a.clllties within a wlld
llfe refuge, one must admit that these actions 
have generated positive effects--60llle of 
which probably would not have ocourred. 

For Alaska's petroleum industry, environ
mental assessment has become an integral 
pa.rt of doing business since most of ita ac
tivities take place on closely regulated &tate 
or federal land. 

"As industrial e'llgineerlng methods be
come more sophisticated, it 1s increasingly 
dtftloult to separate out what is done to pro
tect the environment a.nd what is just good 
engineering practice," notes Ben Hilllker, a 
former deputy commissioner !or the Alaska 
Depa.l"tment of Fish and Game, who is now 
a member of the environmental department 
at Alyeska Plpellne Service Co. 

The engineers and environmentalists em
ployed by Husky 011 NPR. the U.S. Geological 
Survey's contractor who oversees the ex
ploratory drllllng program on the National 
Petroleum Reserve-Alaska, WOT'k 1n close co
operation throughout the whole program 
from prellmtnary planning through cleanup. 
"It usually works out that the most eco
nomical and the best-engineered plan is · 
also the best for the environment," John 
SchUndler, Husky's environmental program 
director, observes. 

On the Kenai Peninsula, Alaska's oldest 
producing on fl.eld, Swanson River, has be
come more compatible with its location 
within the Kenai Moose Range as modern 
technology develops ways to lessen environ
mental impact. 

From the North Slope to the Kena.t Penin
sula, the petroleum industry has learned how 
to construct a haul road that can bear the 
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weight of heavy loads, and then be picked up 
or melted and revegeta.ted so successfully 
that in a. few years it wm be lndlstlngulsh
a.ble. 

Schlindler proudly tells about the 37-mile 
ice road over which 175,000 tons o! gravel was 
hauled last season. Now the only trace that a. 
road ever existed is one place where tops of 
some wmows are broken. 

Trucks logged a. total of 260,000 miles haul
ing gravel mined from a large river bar on 
the Klklakrora.k River. Removal of gravel was 
restricted to above water level so the bar 
would stm serve as a. falcon feeding area. 
Two known peregrine falcon nests and one 
identified archaeological site were carefully 
avoided. Mining was done when the birds 
were not in the area. to avoid disturbance of 
nesting habits. The gravel was needed to 
construct a. permanent airstrip at Inigok 
where a deep exploratory well was being 
drUled. The work was estimated to take 11 
months. But, the drilling hit poisonous 
hydrogen-sulfide gas and elemental sulfur in 
liquid form and ha.d to be shut down !or 2¥2 
months early this year. 

The haul roa.d was constructed in the usual 
manner of pushing up snow to four-feet 
thicknesses. As added protection, a topping 
layer of ice varying from six to 18 in. was 
placed. At streams, up to an a.ddltlonal 15-ft. 
of snow met the built-up road. Water trucks 
using over 35 milllon gallons of water com
pleted roa.d repairs in a two-hour period each 
day between the two 10-hour hauling shifts. 

Water supply ls carefully chosen on the re
serve. Dally domestic uses require approxi
mately 75 barrels of water at each well site. 
Drilllng accounts for 600 barrels per day for 
mixing drilling mud and cement and for 
washing down the rlg floor and equipment. 
Where possible, water ls obtained !rom 
nearby lakes that do not freeze to the bot
tom. Water is not taken from potential over
wintering :tlsheries lakes with very little 
denth between the lee's and the lake's bot
toms. No water ls drawn !rom rivers, streams 
or springs during the lee-covered period 
when flows are low. 

Fresh water lakes usually freeze to an 
average annual maximum thickness of be
tween 65 and 75 ln. There!ore, a lake must 
be eight-ft. or deeper to support a fish pop
ulation of any magnitude. Before Husky 
considers 1-t a. water source, a. lake must be 
at least eight ft. deep with a deep water 
basin in excess of 50 acres. Most lakes se
lected are much larger. In areas where there 
are no sizeable deeo lakes or where the haul 
distances are over eight miles, snow melters 
are used to provide water. Water for lee 
roads and related construction activities is 
extracted from shallow ponds and lakes less 
than six f.t. deep early in the season before 
they freeze to the bottom. These shallow 
lakes do not support over-wintering fish pop
ulations so fishery resources remain unaf
fected. 

With 37,000 square miles in the reserve, 
there is room to avoid critical areas, such as 
peregrine falcon nesting areas along the Col
v1lle River bluffs and the Western Arctic cari
bou herd's Utukok River calving grounds, 
Schindler says. 

Each year, Husky prepares a. prellmlna.ry 
plan of operations which is open to public 
comment. After the U.S.G.S. chooses the 
dr1lling sites from seismic data., Husky's 
soils engineers and surveyors move in to 
locate gravel and water supplies. Usually 
they try to find more sources than they 
need. This permits selecting the ones with 
the least environmental impact. Next 
Husky's biologists, environmentalists and 
archaeologists examine the well and gravel 
sites and water sources to c111talog l'Sl'e or 
endangered plant and animal species, criti
cal habitat locations, archa.eologlca.l values 
and fishery resources. A review lists each 
for priority of use, and some may be rejected 

because of special archaeological signl
flca.nce or biological impact. 

While this natural resource inventory is 
being complied and evaluated, a. construc
tion plan is developed with the design con
straints provided by the engineers and the 
operational constraints provided by the en
vironmentalists. Decisions are made whether 
to construct ice or gravel roads or use all
terrain vehicles; whether to construct 11111ck 
pads or thin pads, and whether to dig deep 
reserve pits, shallow ones or none Bit all. 

Husky 011 has been conducting the re
serve's exploratory program since the fall 
of 1975. Much has been learned about how 
to minimize arctic tundra impact, Schindler 
says. "We have found that by traveling in 
swampy areas which freeze up earlier, we can 
cross the land earlier and extend our sea
son." 

A thin-pad design has been used most 
often in recent years to ellmlna.te borrow 
sites and lce-roa.d construction. Material ex
cavated from the reserve pit is used to con
struct the drllling pad. During drilllng, all 
drlll cuttings and unrecla.lmed dr1lling muds 
are deposited in the reserve pit. Contain
ment dikes are constructed around the re
serve pits as an added safety factor. When 
the well is completed, the pa.d material is re
turned to the pit, burying the mud. The dikes 
are spread out, and the whole area is con
toured naturally. Schindler estimates that 
about one-fifth of the sites wlll be undetect
able in 20 years. Where gravel sources are 
limited, the plentiful dune sand is used in 
construction pads and roads, with only a 
thin gravel topping required to stabilize the 
surface. However, when sand is used, it takes 
much longer to get natural vegetation back, 
Schindler says. He adds, though, that experi
ence suggests these roads, unlike gravel ones, 
eventually will erode from wind action and 
will tend to fade into the landscape. 

Huskys revegetation program ls based on 
Alyeska's pipeline reseeding research and in
formation obtained during fert111za.t1on ex
periments on naturally occurring vegetation 
near Barrow. Alyeska collected 15,000 ran
dom soil samples along the pipeline route in 
developing its revegetation program. Sci
entists tested over 450 varieties and strains 
of seeds generically similar to Alaska grasses. 
Four different seed formulations for the dif
ferent regions and three custom-blended fer
t111zer formulas were developed. The 1m
ported grasses are expected to survive a max
imum of five to seven years and are only in
tended to control erosion until the more 
winter-hardy native grasses return. 

Frank Fisher, Alyeska.'s environmental pro
tection manager, believes such controls have 
become excessive. "There is no doubt in my 
mind that manv of what I now consider to 
be excessive controls have resulted from too 
little damage in the past to environmental 
damage by industry, government and Joe 
Blow, the citizen. . . . The pendulum has 
swung to the extent that we now want proof 
positive that the environment wlll be pro
tected-frequently to the extent that we 
underestimate Mother Nature's vast powers 
to adjust to change." 

Alyeska. recently received the first Indus
try Conservation Award ever presented by the 
Alaska Wildllfe Federation and Sportsman's 
Council. In making the award, state Fish and 
Game Commissioner Ron Skoog said recogni
tion was due Alyeska for "exceeding the stip
ulations set out for construction of the trans
Alaska. oil pipeline, for setting an industry 
performance standard for others to follow 
and for numerous benefits to Alaska. fish and 
wildlife resources as a result of the many 
research projects supported and funded by 
Alyeska." 

"It was appalling in September 1972 when 
we sat down and tried to find out what the 
resources were," Hllllker remembers. "South 
of the Yukon there was data. avaUa.ble, but 

north of the Yukon there was an exception
ally meager amount of existing data.. In many 
cases we had to go out there and see for our
selves what was there. 

"We bisected the pipeline literally mile by 
mile to determine what resources were in 
each area.," he explains. "We pulled together 
every bit of d81ta that was available. A lot 
of kn.owledge and expertise was generated 
by the project. As a. result there exists today 
a. tremendous amount of information about 
the state's resources, its fisheries, its wild
life. "We spent a. lot of time trying to meet 
the stringent requirements of some who be
lieved that the pipeline should not do any 
damage at all. And of course, that is impos
sible. But we mlnimlzed disturbance. For 
instance, on all water systems, we scheduled 
excavation for the time prior to when the 
adult salmon were in the stream and after 
the young fish went out. That was also the 
time when stream flows were the lowest-
when it was easiest to dig the ditches, bury 
the line and get out with the least amount 
of siltation." 

"I think that the next big project will have 
the benefit of individuals that have gone 
through a. major construction effort," Hilll
ker a.dds. "The next project will have a. little 
easier time because those individuals will 
recognize where they were unreasonable." 

Fisher points out that one of the greatest 
fears associated with the trans-Alaska. pipe
line was that caribou might be trapped by 
the elevated pipe. In areas where the pipe
line was elevated, 451 designated big-game 
animal cross1ngs were designed into the pipe
line. In these places, the pipeline is 10 ft. 
high from the bottom of the pipe to the t<Sp 
of the gravel work pad for a. distance of 60 
ft. In 23 other places, the elevated pipe is 
taken underground especially to allow ani
mal crossing. These special, short buried 
crossings were located where the line bi
sected major migration routes--at Sour
dough in the Nelchlna. Range, near Paxson 
Lake and on the North Slope. 

Alyeska. and the state of Alaska's Fish 
and Game office in Glennallen have been 
monitoring the special crossings to deter
mine their effectiveness. Although not enough 
data has been collected for a comnlete com
puter analysis, certain patterns are emerging, 
according to Hllllker. Almost 5,000 observa
tions indicate the animals are not selective 
as to the height of the pipeline where they 
cross, he said. The majority of the crossings 
are where the pipeline is from 5 ft. to 8 ft. 
in elevation-the majority of the pipeline's 
height. "We are beginning to see that the 
animals don't select high or low sections but 
cross where they encounter the line no mat
ter what the height," he says adding that 
in many instances the caribou walk along 
the pad for some distance, eating the high, 
protein-enriched, highly concentrated grass 
Alyeska. planted. Especially on the North 
Slope, the caribou seem to prefer to walk on 
the pad rather than the swampy, insect-in
fested low-land areas, he says. 

The Kenai moose population has been shar
ing its habitat with the petroleum industry 
since 1958 when oll and gas leasing was 
opened in about half of the wildlife refuge. 
At that time, the refuge was under protection 
of the U.S. Department of Interior's Fish and 
Wlldli!e service for 17 years. Some low-land 
areas were reclassl.fied to allow leasing shortly 
after Atlantic Richfield, then called Richfield 
Oil, struck oil in 1957 according to assistant 
refuge manager, Bob Richey. 

"The two extremes can meet in the middle, 
and we can have both. But we must zone use 
to keep a balance of use," Richey says. "It 
is going to cost us. We have to be wllling 
to pay the cost." 

He says it costs oil companies much more 
to drlll a. well on the refuge than it would 
outside the boundary-for one thing, a. 
$50,000 bond is required to assure that the 
area. will be cleaned up after operations are 
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completed. And when an area is no longer of 
use, it must be restored to natural contour. 

He cites the example of one oil company 
who constructed a two-mile road and a three
acre pad. After dr11ling beyond 16,000 ft. and 
not biting oil or gas, the company wanted 
to abandon the site. Richey required that 
the company return all the gravel to the.pit 
and replace the top soil, at considerable extra 
cost to the company. "You can't even find 
where it was now," he says with some pride. 
He adds that gravel is recycled many times 
on the refuge--some of the gravel involved 
1n construction today is 20 years old. 

"Oil and the refuge are compatible on 
the Kenai because of the rules and regula
tions that govern the relationship," Richey 
believes. 

Another reason !or the compatib111ty is 
that the refuge 1s large enough that not much 
habitat is lost in the development, he points 
out. In the 1.74-million acre range, the 
petroleum industry has disturbed 34 square 
miles of habitat over the years, including 
1,500 miles of seismic trails made in the late 
'50s and early '60s. In those days, the oil 
companies had to bulldoze a straight line 
through the trees to obtain accurate seismic 
readings, he says. Today, the state-of-the-art 
!or recording has improved so that trans can 
now meander to follow the natural lay of 
the land, lessening their unsightly appear
ance, he notes. However, an active seismic 
program has not been supported in the 
refuge during the past !our years. 

A total of 90 holes have been dr11led with 
40 becoming producing wells and 11 injec
tion wells. Production !rom the Swanson 
River field, 49 percent owned by the field 
operator Chevron U.S.A., 49 percent by At
lantic Richfield and one percent each by 
Union 011 and Marathon 011, is transported 
through the Kenai Pipe Line Co.'s pipeline 
to two refineries at Nikiski north of Kenai, 
or to the Nikiski marine terminal where it is 
loaded on tankers. 

In addition to Swanson River, there is a 
developing field called Beaver Creek which 
Marathon Oil operates. It has two produc
ing wells and three capped gas wells. Crude 
is trucked out of the refuge since no pipe
line has been constructed into the area. 

The Kenai Gas Field, which supplies all 
of Anchorage's natural gas was once inside 
the refuge but was excluded in 1964 when 
the coast boundary was moved back to allow 
for industry and population growth on the 
coast. 

The refuge has an extre~ely vast ecosys
tem which supports 40 to 50 percent of the 
Cook Inlet commercial fishery, Richey notes. 

The refuge is typical of most of Alaska 
with _a mountain system, glacier areas and 
low lands. It contains 2,850 lakes, including 
one of the largest fresh water lakes in 
Alaska, the Tustemena. Development of oil 
and gas is allowed in the low lands only and 
not in the treeline or higher elevations. 

As a result of the 1964 Wilderness Act, the 
Andy Simons natural area, an 840,000-acres 
roadless area within the refuge, was sub
mitted as a possible wtldemess unit. It was 
signed by President Gerald Ford and went' to 
Congress where it is holding, pending settle
ment of the land questions under the Alaska 
Native Claims Settlement Act. It has' been 
managed as a natural area since 1957. 

"Whlle the technology is here to develop 
energy sources with minimum impact, the 
point is that key areas have been set aside 
tor the publlc as part of the national herit
age and that purpose has priority," Richey 
says. "Untll we can show a particular need 
for that area's development, we should pro
tect the natural environment. You've only 
got so much habitat left in the worlcl ancl 
in Alaska. You can crowd wlldllfe to a cer
tain degree, but they will tolerate only so 
much. That is why the federal government 
has identified the choicest habitat to save. 

When protecting habitat, you must protect 
the drainages that feed the low lands, or 
else you have defeated your purposes. You 
must protect the habitat or lose the 
animals." 

"There is no parallel between the moose 
population increase and oll and gas," he 
says with some trritablllty. He explains that 
more accurate methods for counting have 
developed and an extensive fire in 1947 
burned off all the mature growth encourag
Ing young hardwood growth which is prime 
moose browse. He is also quick to point out 
that just because it works on the Kenai is 
no proof that a slmllar coexistence would 
work in another area of the state. "On the 
Arctic Wlldll!e Range, oll and gas exploration 
on the caribou calving grounds could be 
disastrous," he emphasizes. "Each area's eco
system is completely different. It is compat
ible here on the Kenai because of para
meters the oll companies have had to oper
ate under. The spinoffs have been pretty 
favorable." 

One favorable spinoff is access, he notes. 
Industry-constructed roads have provided 
access to two major canoe tralls in the 
refuge. The Swanson River canoe route Unks 
40 lakes with 46 mlles of the Swanson River, 
and the Swan Lake route links 30 lakes with 
forks of the Moose River. 

From the North Slope to the Kenat Pen
insula, the petroleum industry has been a 
leader in environmental responsiblllty, show
ing that energy resources can be developed 
whlle protecting Earth's other natural re
sources. Husky Oll's exploratory program, 
Alyeska Pipellne's construction project, and 
the Kenai Moose Range's tolerance of the 
Swanson River oll field are three examples 
of where industry and the environment ap
pear compatible. Whlle zero impact is 1m
possible, a common sense approach can help 
to fuel the modern world's energy demand 
and save Alaska's critical habitat areas.e 

NO-TILL FARMING: SAVING ENERGY 
AND THE SOIL 

e Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, 
there is little doubt that one of the most 
significant soU conservation practices 
developed in recent years is no-t111 farm
ing. One of the principal promoters of 
this practice has been Mr. Harry Young 
Jr. of Christian County, Ky. On Friday, 
May 25, the Wall Street Journal ran an 
article on Mr. Young, and on the sav
ings in energy and soil that are gained 
through no-till farming. I ask that the 
article be printed in the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
SOME FARMERS STOP Tn.LING THEIR GROUND 

To SAVE FUEL, LABOR, WATER AND TOPSOIL 
(By Meg Cox) 

CHRISTIAN COUNTY, KY.-The first time 
Harry Young Jr.'s neighbors drove by and 
saw him planting his corn, they almost ran 
off the road. 

Ins·tead or driving his tractor across a 
clean, brown plowed field, he was planting 
right on top of the trashy stubble of the pre
vious year's corp. 

Despite widespread predictions to the con
trary, Mr. Young's corn came up. The 
neighbors called it "wild com." But when he 
picked it, the yield was as good as anyone's. 

That was 17 years ago. The sight that 
dumbfounded Harry Young's neighbors then 
wouldn't shock many now. With tractor fuel 
costly, skilled labor scarce and farmers try
ing to handle more and more land, thousands 
are cutting back on their traditional heavy 
t111ing of the soil. And many, concerned 
especially with conserving topsoll and water, 
are .. even. a.bondonlng the. time-honored 
symbol of their calltng: the plow. 

This year the pressure to reduce t111age 
1s greater than ever. A wet spring has left 
many Midwestern farmers behind in their 
work during the critical planting season. 
And, besides having to pay more !or diesel 
tuel, farmers aren't sure they can buy all 
they need at any price. 

MINIMUM TILLAGE 
Grain farmers traditionally have criss

crossed their fields many times each year. 
not only with the standard moldboard plow, 
which burries the stubble and turns up bare 
earth, but with such implements as disc har
rows, drags and cultivators, which level the 
ground and klll weeds. Most have been grad
ually reducing these operations tor years. 
"Nobody t111s their ground as much as they 
used to," says a manager at an Indiana grain 
elevator. 

Those who go so tar as to e11minate plow
ing, though stlll loosening the soil some
what with other machines, practice what ls 
known in agriculture as minimum tlllage. It 
has been growing rapidly. The land handled 
this way has almost tripled since 1972 to an 
estimated 72 mlllion acres this year-26% of 
U.s. farmland. 

But there is a kind of tillage even more 
minimal than this. It is "no tlll" !arming, in 
which, like Mr. Young, the farmer plants 
without preparing his ground at all. Last 
year eight m11lion acres of corn, soybeans 
and other crops were grown with no-tlll 
!arming. 

Although Mr. Young is one of the chief 
boosters of the practice--he is coauthor of a 
how-to book on it and lectures frequently
he didn't invent no-t111 farming. A few farm
ers tried it as early a.s the 1940's, seeking to 
show that plowing was not only unnecessary 
but harmful. They were uniformly treated as 
blasphemous crackpots. 

BETTER HERBICIDES 
It wasn't until the early 1960s that a 

sizable number of farmers began cutting 
back on t111age. What persuaded them was 
the combination of truly effective herbicides, 
which could take over much of the plow's 
weed-kllllng action, and hard evidence that 
plowing contributes to erosion. They began 
to hitch their tractors to such machines as 
the chisel plow, whose long, narrow arms 
claw deep into the soil to let in air and rain
water but leave a protective covering of plant 
residue. 

The major farm-equipment makers, led 
by Allis-Chalmers Inc., began making no-tlll 
pianters about the mid-1960s. Basically, they 
cut a narrow furrow through the rubble of 
the old crop, drop ln seeds and fertlllzer and 
then close the trench, disturbing in all a 
band of soil less than four inches deep and 
two inches wide. A regular planter doesn't 
disturb much soil either, and can be con
verted !or use on ground that hasn't been 
loosened with a plow or disc. The farmer also 
can ap!>lY herbicides on the same trip across 
the field. 

such planting uses about one gallon of 
diesel fuel an acre, university studies show. 
Minimum t111age, which might involve an 
extra trip or two across the ground with a 
disc or cultivator, uses two or three times 
that much. But giving the soil the full treat
ment can take five to seven gallons of fuel 
per acre. 

DOUBLE CROPPING 
The time this saves is important to almost 

all farmers, but especially to those who 
double crop, or squeeze two crops off the 
land each year. Thus, while Mr. Young in 
Kentucky is harvesting winter wheat next 
month, his son, John, may be just a few rows 
away planting soybeans right on the wheat 
stubble. The time it would take to plow and 
cUsc the ground before planting might make 
the difference in whether the soybeans could 
mature before the first fall freeze. 
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For Stephen Smith, who farms in central 

Ohio, the reduced labor of no-tlll makes it 
possible to manage 1,100 acres singlehanded. 
And the method has had another advantage 
for the 31-year-old Mr. Smith. When he 
started farming in 1975 he couldn't afford 
fiat land that sold for as much as $2,000 an 
acre, so he paid $400 to $500 an acre for some 
land so hllly it hadn't been farmed for 40 
years. Although plowing the steep ground 
would cause severe erosion, crops can be 
grown on it safely with no-tlll farming. 

Advocates of the practice also say that, 
because the soil isn't exposed, it doesn't dry 
out as much, an important advantage during 
rain-short summer months. 

PLOW "ALIVE AND WELL" 

One might ask, if no-tUl is so great, why 
does a drive through the country reveal mile 
after mile of tidy plowed fields? Part of the 
answer seems to be that farmers, not unlike 
homeowners with big lawns, ftnd satisfaction 
in the neatness of their fields. UntU the new 
crop is tall enough to cover the rubble of the 
old, they complain, no-tlll fields are down
right ugly. 

R. I. Thro~kmorton, International Har
vestor Co.'s tillage expert, sounds positively 
patriotic in a speech he often gives extoll1ng 
the "consi.Etently dependable?' moldboard 
board plow, which he declares to be "alive 
and well," despite detractors who are "well
meaning but misinformed." 

Also, while no-tlll planting may sound 
like the lazy man's way, it is much trickier 
than even minimum tlllage. "More things 
have to be done right" with no-till, says 
John Reese, who has used the method for 
some of his 700 acres near Alexandria, Ohio, 
tor 10 years. Because the practice doesn't 
klll weeds and insects by burying them, 
"you've got to be more aware of what kind 
you've got and what (pesticide ) it wlll take 
to kill them." 

An Ohio farmer adds, "It you don't no-tW 
according to the doctor's prescription, the 
patient wlll die." 

In any CMe, no-tlll farming isn't always 
possible. For instBnce, a farm,,r who plans 
to raise grain in a fteld previousl~T sown to 
alfalfa must plow to kill the alfalfa and dis
lodge its tough roots. 

In addition, yield Is the bottom line for 
most farmers, and without a guaranteed 
yield bonus many won't change engrained 
habits. Although Mr. Young says he aver
ages nine more bushels of corn an acre with 
no-tlll practices, many farmers say their 
yields fall slightly when they stop tllling. 
Agronomists say that's partly because plant 
residue left on top keeps the soil cool and 
slows germination, as well as because of 
weed and insect problems. 

No-till farmers often use more herbicides 
to cope with weeds. It might seem this would 
worsen pollution, but soil scientists say 
that, because untllled ground stays put, so 
do the chemicals. 

This means the chemicals are less likely to 
end up in the country's lakes and streams, 
which Congress has said, in the Clean Water 
Act, must be cleaned up by 1984. Frank 
Lessiter, editor of a newsletter called "No 
Till Farmer," thinks the law wlll spur this 
form of farming. He argues that most farm
ers would rather whip the pollution problem 
themselves 1f they have to, before the gov
ernment has cause to tell them how. 

ENERGY COSTS 

Fuel prices and suoplies also increasingly 
outweigh differences in ct·op yields. Farmers 
currently must pay three or tour times the 
price that diesel fuel cost 15 years ago. Sr\ys 
~ax Naylor, a Jefferson, Jowa, grain farmer, 
The price of energy is so high, you just have 

to find a way of going across the ground 
no more times than necessary." 

And while otHcials from President Carter 
on down promise agriculture all the fuel it 
needs, the farmers themselves aren't so con
fident. Fuel dealers in the Plains states are 
getting just over three-quarters of the diesel 
fuel they used last May. Farmland Indus
tries Inc., a large cooperative based in Kansas 
City, says it may be able to provide its farmer 
members with only 60 percent of their re
quests next month. 

Finally, Mr. Naylor notes, "Farmers are 
more and more cognizant that they're losing 
land." Nearly two billion tons wash away 
every year, an average of five tons an acre, 
according to the SoU Conservation Service. 
This is down one ton an acre from the rate 
12 year ago but still well above the four tons 
an acrn per year that the agency considers 
tolerable. 

That. plowing is at least partly responsible 
for the son loss seems credible after a trip 
to Christian CO\mty, Ky. The spring runoff 
from Mr. Young's sloping fields is nearly 
clear, while that from a nearby plowed field 
is opaque, the color of reddish soil. 

In Iowa, where nearly 10 tons of soil van
ish from each acre every year, a startling 
solution has been proposed. Carroll Perkins, 
a farmer who sits In the state legislature, 
has introduced a b111 to bar farmers from 
plowing soybean ground in the fall. Soybeans 
leave the soU especially loose, and plowing 
such land in the fall exposes it to wind and 
water erosion all winter. Although the b111 
Is given little chance of passing, Rep. Perkins 
feels It has helped "raise the consciousness" 
of his fellow farmers.e 

THE VIENNA SUMMIT 

• Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the symbollc 
signing of the SALT n accords is an im
portant milestone in our continuing dia
logue with the Soviet Union. Future re
lations between the two superpowers will 
be measured from this new benchmark, 
just as they have in the past been meas
ured against the genesis of detente with 
SALT I. I agree with those who belleve 
the strategic arms limitation talks are 
an essential element in our broader and 
continuing attemnts to bridge the gap 
between our two differing systems, with 
often opposing interests. It is my beltef, 
however, that while the SALT process 
itself is vital to our future, it remains to 
be seen if this SALT n Treaty is the 
standard against which our relations 
with Russia ought to be based in the 
coming decade. 

PEACE BETWEEN EQUALS 

The United States refrained for 25 
years from creating a world empire based 
on our nuclear suneriority. We were a 
nation that desired peace, tempered 
only by o\ll" love of freedom and self
determination which saw us drawn into 
Asian confiicts in Korea and Vietnam. 
By devoting vast re~ources to mllitary 
and strateJrlc arms and by greatly out
spending the United States, Russia 
reached a situation of nuclear parity. 
Now the U.S.S.R. is striving for strategic 
superiority. We now seek restraint in 
this arms race and a peace between 
equals. 

We must examine this treaty carefully 
in the coming months of Senate hearings 
and debates to make sure America does 
not fall into the same trap that befell 
England before World War II, such that 
Prime Minister Chamberlain was forced 

to confess after the Munich summit, 
"Our past experience has shown us only 
too clearly that weakness in armed 
strength means weakness in diplomacy." 
There are many in the Senate who have 
already decided to support this treaty. 
I have heard the argument that this 
treaty is better than no treaty at all. I 
want to make sure this treaty does not 
just represent diplomatic weakness be
cause we have failed to maintain sum
cient military strength. If this treaty 
cannot stand on its own merits then it 
should not be approved by the Senate-it 
is not better for the United States to have 
a bad treaty than none at all. 

RESERVATIONS ABOUT SALT n 

After much study and discussion with 
strategic experts, including General 
Haig, NATO Commander, Dr. Kissinger, 
former Secretary of State, Dr. Fritz 
Kraemer, former Pentagon Strategic 
Affairs Adviser, Dr. Fred Ikle, former 
head of the Arms Control and Disarma
ment Agency, and Lord Chalfont, De
fense Adviser to Prime Minister Thatch
er, several colleagues and I joined in 
writing an open letter expressing our 
concerns over the drift the SALT nego
tiations had taken since Brezhnev re
jected President Carter's March 1977 
proposals. From the indications I have 
received from Vienna so far, I believe 
our reservations . about this treaty are 
still justified. Over the next several 
months, when the Senate holds hearings 
and begins debate, it is the hope of the 
Senator from Kansas that these issues 
we have raised will be properly addressed 
and evaluated in the context of the ac
tual treaty language we now have at 
hand. I ask that the text of our open let
ter be printed in the RECORD. 

The material follows: 
U.S. SENATE, 

Washington, D.C., April 5, 1979. 
An open letter to our colleagues: 
In recent months, we have been meeting 

frequently to discuss strategic affairs with 
eminent authorities from here and abroad. 
We have learned a great deal during this 
process of intensive study and analysis and 
will continue to do so in the coming months. 
At this time, however, we believe It might 
be helpful to share some of the conclusions 
of our study with you. 

We all share the hope that equitable and 
verifiable nuclear arms limitations agree
ments can be negotiated with the Soviet 
Union now and into the future. If done 
properly, we have concluded that such arms 
limitations agreements can complement-
though never supplant--our other efforts to 
assure national security, through balanced 
reductions of nuclear forces. 

The United States Senate, however, will 
not be asked to give its advice and consent 
to arms control as a principle. Rather It wtll 
have to judge the merits of specific treaty 
language. Just as the President has nearly 
fulfilled his responsib111tles of negotiating 
a draft tree.ty, so the Senate must soon ful
fill its constitutional obligations of giving 
Its advice and consent. 

We are confident that the Administration 
and .the American people appreciate the !ull 
partnership established by the Constitution 
between Congress and the Executive Branch 
in the making of momentous foreign policy 
commitments. The Senate role In tree.tles Is 
of course not merely to "take it or leave it" 
but to advise 1n a constructive spirit and to 
introduce improvements where necessary. 



15258 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE June 18, 1979 

During our study sessions, we gained con
siderable insight into both the many assets 
and 11ab111ties o! provisions thought to be 
included in the treaty. Until the document 
formally comes before the United States 
Senate, all o! us wm reserve judgment and 
remain open-minded. 

Nonetheless, our sessions have led us to 
- conclude that !or a SALT II .treaty to be ac

ceptable, certain concerns must be satisfied 
in the treaty provisions. 

1. VERIFICATION 
The Administration has stated that the 

agreement will be "adequately" and "satis
factorily" verifiable. These terms are highly 
subjective. What may be considered "ade
quate" by those who negotiated the treaty 
may be considered dangerously inadequate 
by those charged with its implementation 
during the year to come. While our technical 
methods o! vertification are excellent in 
some respects, they !all short in others. 
While silos may be reliably counted, !or ex
ample, numbers o! warheads and stockpiled 
missiles cannot. While the range o! ballistic 
misslles may be reliably estimated, that o! 
cruise missiles cannot. Some o! the llmits 
envisioned for SALT II would require coop
erative verification measures. I! we cannot 
obtain them, the limits will have to be 
dropped from the agreements. 

2. TREATY AMBIGUrriES 
It is important that the interpretations 

each side assign to each important provision 
o! SALT II be the same. I! SALT is to further 
Soviet-American relations, treaty language 
that is interpreted in contradictory ways 
must be eliminated. 

3. ICBM SURVIVABILITY 
Although the control and reduction o! 

nuclear troops is our goal, we cannot accept 
the increasing vulnerab111ty o! those weap
ons retained !or our ultimate defense. The 
agreement must specifically protect promis
ing options for survivable ICBM basing like 
the multiple protective shelter system. It 
must not prohibit the 1light testing and 
deployment o! such systems. 

<&.BACKFIRE 
The agreement must come to grips with 

the Backfire bomber problem. I! the Senate 
concludes, as a result o! its inquiry, that 
the Backfire has the capab111ty to make stm
tegic strikes against the United States, it 
must be limited in the treaty. It would not 
be enough to depend on pledges o! good in
tentions !rom the Soviet Union or meaning
less and unverifiable collateral constraints 
on its deployment and training, which could 
be brushed aside in time o! crisis. 

5. INTERMEDIATE RANGE MISSILES 
The treaty must not provide range limi

tations for American medium range cruise 
missiles below the agreed intercontinental 
range limits of 5500 km, while at the same 
time, permitting without limitation, deploy
ment o! more threatening medium range 
ballistic missiles by the Soviets. It would not 
be acceptable, for instance, to accept a. 600 
km. restriction on American ground 
launched cruise missiles while allowing the 
Soviet SS-20 with its 4000-5000 km. range 
limit to go unrestricted. 

SALT must not prohibit the development 
o! the conventional and nuclear options for 
submarine surface and ground launched 
cruise missiles of medium range. 

6. ALLIANCE CONSIDERATIONS 
The SALT treaty must assure that the 

interests of our A111es are fully protected. 
There must be specific recognition that there 
will be no obstacles to the sharing of U.S. 
cruise missiles and other technologies with 
our Allies for the purpose o! modernizing 
their nuclear forces. 

7. PROTOCOL 
We are convinced that provisions contained 

in the three-year protocol are without long-: 

term etrect, as the Administration has argued. 
The Soviets have made clear they view the 
protocol limits as permanent. The historic 
record confirms such measures are rarely if 
ever repealed. 

8. PRINCIPLE OF EQUALITY 
The SALT treaty must be perceived as pro

viding ·and must actually provide for real 
equality in such essential strategic measures 
as throw-weight. The U.S. must have the 
equal right to deploy such important strate
gic systems as "heavy ICBMs" (MLBMs). 
Whether or not this Administration or a 
successor chooses to deploy such heavy mis
siles, unilaterally accepting a prohibition on 
such an option would needlessly prejudice 
the possib111ty or negotiating the eventual 
elimination o! these formidable counterforce 
weapons. 

In addition to these specific concerns, there 
are two broader considerations that will 
heavily influence our deliberations. The first 
o! these is the geopolitical context 1n which 
Ota" relations with the Soviet Union take 
place. SALT must be assessed within the 
total strategic and international framework. 
It would be imprudent for the Senate to con
sider the important limitations contained in 
the treaty in isolation from the changes in 
the overall military balance between the 
United States and the Soviet Uni.on during 
the past decade. We believe that expanding 
Soviet milltary power is having real geopo
litical consequences which are directly atiect
ing the lives and interests of everyone in the 
free world. 

The second broad consideration is the ef
fect that ten years o! negotiations have had 
on U.S. Government policy and on Soviet de
tense policy. We cannot escape the conclu
sion that Soviet defense planning and pro
gramming has molded and determined their 
SALT negotiating positions while the oppo
site has been true in the United States. While 
the SALT process does not seem to have in
terfered with any important Soviet programs, 
time and again we have seen American sys
tems, like MX missile and the cruise missile, 
delayed and deferred in anticipation of SALT 
limitations. Years of United States restraint 
stand in marked contrast to steady increases 
by the Soviet Union in its strategic spending 
to the point where it is now triple our own. 

The Administration has reminded us that 
we cannot expect SALT to solve our strategic 
problems !or us. That is, o! course, true, but 
we must not permit the SALT process to in
terfere with solutions to our strategic prob
lems as has been the case in recent years. 

The American people have a. right to ex
pect no less than a SALT II treaty that satis
fies the concerns we have identified and does 
in fact enhance American security. 

Sincerely yours, 
Bob Dole, John W. Warner, Alan K. 

Simpson, Roger W. Jepsen, Gordon J. 
Humphrey, William L. Armstrong, 
Pete V. Domenici, Henry Bellman, 
Richard S. Schweiker, Strom Thur
mond, Malcolm Wallop, Harrison H. 
Schmitt.e 

THE FAMILY FARM 

• Mr. ~cGOVERN. Mr. President, it 1s 
no surpriSe to learn that South Dakotans 
are concerned about the future of the 
family farm, but it is unusual to learn of 
a special South Dakotan who has spent 
many years researching the real story 
behind the type of farm that can be clas
sified as "family'' operated. Maxine Mc
Keown, of Bushnell, S. Dak., started her 
research in 1955, and discusses what she 
has discovered in an interview with the 
Sioux Falls Argus Leader. 

I believe my colleagues will be inter
ested in Mrs. McKeown's conclusions 

about the family farm, and I ask that 
the article be printed in the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
ANGER DRIVES THIS RESEARCHER 

(By Kim Ode) 
BUSHNELL, S. DAK.-A conversation with 

Maxine McKeown leaves you slightly 
breathless, grasping for a mental hook on 
which to hang your thoughts while you rest 
for a bit. 

Whether it's the banter she bandies with 
the farmers as she bustles behind the lunch 
counter at the Brookings Livestock Barn, or 
the kitchen table sollloquys she delivers at 
home, she makes her point with a sense of 
unrestrained enthusiasm-and restrained 
anger. 

"I hope I'm not jumping too many rivers" 
she says often, well aware of the tangents 
that tempt when explaining 20 years o! re
search. 

That research, seeming at first to be a 
mish-mash of everything, eventually funnels 
toward one strong conviction: "The family 
!arm as we have grown to know it is a myth. 
We're becoming homogenized, rural and ur
ban blending together into one big suburb. 

"And you know what happens to homog
enized milk after awhile-it rots." 

Now 58, she realizes she sacrificed watching 
her children grow up. Piles of rag rugs lie 
around her home, the result of a need for a 
physical release from the mental labor. Her 
dream is to be locked in libraries overnight. 

Personal anger brought her to this point. 
"My research started back in 1955. We had 

a. baby that year and that was our only crop. 
There was a. drought for 73 days and I had 
to watch my poor, dear husband sell cows 
!or $55 and $60. A few months later, they 
had tripled in price. I felt such anger at the 
whole system." 

A local priest got her started researching 
for him as an outlet for her frustration. It 
grew !rom there into the boxes of documents 
and stacks of books that have taken over the 
McKeown home near Bushnell, 10 miles east 
o! Brookings, and spllled into the trailer-
house in the backyard. y 

What is contained in that waylaid 'trailer
house is akin to the Library of Congress. But 
you'd never guess. 

Boxes heaped haphazardly on other boxes 
splll across the fioor. Books line shelves the 
length of the trailer. A few choice clippings 
are taped to the wall, some pinned to the 
curtains. A fraction are filed il.wa.y but liter
ally thousands await classification. 

The not-so-subtle smell of mouse hangs 
ln the air. 

Uncannily, she can lay her hands on the 
exact book she wants or knows just where to 
find a. clipping. And lf she can't find it, she 
knows who wrote it and what it says. 

"My children began to despise me when 
they were growing up, wondering why I 
couldn •t worry about their hair and things 
other mothers worried about. And it seemed 
like I was always gone to some conference. 
They had to work very hard." 

Her forehead, rimmed by a coil o! brown 
hair laced with gray, furrows slightly with the 
memory. "But now, I think, a.!ter they've 
seen what I'm doing, they love me . . . and 
that's very wonderful." 

The theory that all this time has led to 
is that the family farm, defined as a farm in 
which the !amlly provides more than half 
the capital, management and labor, is just 
one o! tour separate farm groups. 

The others are the slave plantation heritage 
o! the South; the corporate farming employ
ing migrant workers o! the West, and the 
subsistence agriculture in the Appalachian 
mining country. 

In each o! these cultures, the workers do 
not control the land. The traditional family 
farm has that quality, but will lose it if 
something isn't done soon. 

"The family farm is becoming industrial-
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lzed, and in that lies its death. We have to 
decentralize, pull in a. little." She predicts a. 
major social upheaval when industrializa
tion that comes with the "bigger is better" 
philosophy eliminates jobs now done by 
hand. 

"That's when you'll start hearing talk of a 
revolution-when too damn many hands are 
doing nothing." 

But how to get this gospel across to every
one? "Each one, teach one," she says, con
fident it's not too late, despite the excuses 
offered. 

"You hear all this talk about corporations 
taking over the farm; well, that's a lot of 
crap. And more important, our kids aren't 
buying that. They're asking some damn intel
ligent questions. 

"And this energy crunch is going to force 
us to pull in; we've reached the point of di
minishing returns. It's just getting too ex
pensive to do things the same old way." 

The weakest part of her contention, how
ever, is the farmer himself and his famous 
independence. 

Farmers are the only group of people I 
know who use 'they' when they're talking 
about other farmers. And it's no wonder. 
We've got such a splintering of farm groups
pork producers, cattlemen, wheat growers, 
you name it-that it's impossible to present 
a united front. 

"'Economically, it's a jungle. But if it 
comes down to making it on guts, I think 
we can work it out intelligently. 

"The enemy is complacence. 
"I know some people would just as soon 

be on the other side of the street when I 
come around because I start getting too pro
found. I'm not liked, but I don't mind. When 
you're a little ahead of your time, it's much 
more exciting. 

"If I can just share the joy, the lousy joy 
of what we've got here with someone, then 
I've done something." 

OUR ICBM'S ARE IN DANGER 
• Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, an issue 
of grave concern to me and to many 
Americans is the vulnerability of our 
intercontinental ballistic missile <ICBM) 
force during the early and mid-1980's. In 
his fiscal year 1980 annual report, Secre
tary of Defense Harold Brown stated: 

It is quite conceivable, at some point in 
the early to mid-1980's, that the Soviets
with a first strike-::ould eliminate the bulk 
of our ICBM silos and still retain a large 
number of warheads in reserve. 

During Senate consideration of the fis
cal year 1980 Department of Defense au
thorization bill last week, I spoke about 
this threat. I had intended to offer a 
series of amendments addressing this 
problem. Instead, the chairman and the 
ranking minority member of the Senate 
Armed Services Committee assured me 
that their committee would study this 
issue. 

Today, the President signed the Stra
tegic Arms Limitation Treaty (SALT ll). 
In the coming months, the Senate For
eign Relations Committee, Armed Serv
ices Committee, and Intelligence Com
mittee will carefully review this treaty. 
I hope that all these committees consider 
the increasing short-term vulnerability 
of our land-based ballistic missiles in 
the context of SALT II and our projected 
defense budget. 

Mr. President, the issue is one of the 
most important and most challenging is
sues facing the Congress today. SALT II 
does not address the vulnerability of our 
Minuteman force directly and possibly 

prevents us from taking necessary action 
to protect this important leg of our triad 
defense system. MX will not provide the 
solution in the short run. The threat 
to our ICBM's begins in the early 1980's 
and the MX, which will be survivable, 
will not begin to be deployed until 1986 
at the earliest. 

The years between the beginning of 
the threat to our land-based missiles and 
the deployment of our MX system will 
be dangerous years. The President, dur
ing those years, will be limited in the 
options available to him in his conduct 
of foreign and defense policy. I, for one, 
do not want to tie any President's hands 
in this manner even if he does. 

It is imperative that the Congress im
mediately study and implement plans for 
meeting this threat. In addition to the 
proposals which I submitted last week, 
there are many possible "quick fixes" 
which could be implemented, often at 
minimal cost, almost immediately. More 
attention must be given to these pro
posals by the Congress and the Ameri
can people must be made aware of the 
seriousness of the situation. 

The most recent issue of Fortune, 
dated July 2, 1979, carries as one of its 
cover stories, an article entitled "Our 
ICBM's Are in Danger." Mr. President, I 
ask that the article appear in the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
OUR ICBM'S ARE IN DANGER 

President Carter's recent decision to devel
op a major new land-based missile-the so
called MX-represents an effort to deal with 
the largest strategic problem now facing this 
coun.try. The problem is that, in the next 
few years, our present force of land-based 
intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBM's) 
wlll be increasingly vulnerable to a Soviet 
first strike. The Minuteman force will have 
this problem whether or not we sign the new 
SALT II treaty. The treaty could have some 
negative effects on, our ab111ty to deal with 
the threat, depending on U.S. and Soviet 
responses to the new situation and on the 
interpretation of certain clauses. On the 
other hand, the treaty-by imposing ceilings 
on the size of the Russian missile forces
at least puts some 11mits on the threat. 

SALT as a whole is bigger than the Min
uteman problem: it involves political, diplo
matic, and strategic questions that go far 
beyond this issue. But the threat to our 
ICBM's wm be part of the SALT debate and 
must be understood 1f a. proper conclusion 
on. SALT is to be reached. 

The fact that the ICBM's will be physically 
vulnerable is not in much controversy. Nor 
is our perception of the problem a new one. 
Indeed, the problem was being worried 
about a decade ago, when the Nixon Admin
istration was still negotiating the SALT I 
treaty and trying to persuade the Russians 
to stop building up their missile forces--es
pecially their heavy missiles. The Russians 
chose not to stop until they had more than 
300 of the heavies (which they have been 
allowed to keep under both SALT agree
ments, largely because the U.S. did not have 
the leverage to get such weapons ruled out) . 
More recently, the annual "posture state
ments" issued by Secretary of Defense Har
old Brown, and his two predecessors, James 
R. Schlesinger and Donald Rumsfeld, have 
warned regularly of a.n emerging threat to 
our Minuteman forces. 

The threat reflects the fact that the num
ber and accuracy of Soviet warheads have 
been rising rapidly while the number of our 
hardened ICBM silos has been fixed. (The 
U.S. today deploys 1,000 Min,uteman missiles 
and fifty-four Titans, precisely the figures 
that obtained 1n 1967.) In the years just 

ahead, the number of land-based MIRV'S 
(multiple independently targeted re-entry 
vehicles) deployed by the Russians wm rise 
above 6,000, about half of them on heavy 
missiles, and these vehicles will acquire 
median accuracies approaching 0.1 nautical 
mile (i.e., half the vehicles would land with
in about 600 feet of the target) . In the not
too-distant future, the Russians could have 
a high level of confidence that an attack 
ut111zing only a small fraction of their forces 
would take out the great bulk of our land
based ICBM's. The chart on page 52, repro
duced from Secretary Brown,'s fiscal 1980 pos
ture statement, represents an "official" view 
of the problem. Some of the non-official 
views are even more pessimistic. 

WhJ.le everyone agrees that the ICBM's 
will be physically vulnerable in the early 
1980's-the particular date mentioned in the 
latest posture statement is 1982-there is 
some controversy about the import of this 
situation. Some members of the Carter 
Administration, including the President 
himself, have sounded at times as though 
our security would continue to be guaran
teed by the logic CY! what defense analysts 
call "minimum deterrence." The central idea 
underlying this phrase is that the Russians 
would never dare to attack us, and could 
not creddbly threa.ten to, so long as we had 
surviving strategic forces ca.pable of anni
hilating their society. Minimum-deterrence 
advocates hold tihat the relative sizes and 
capabillties of the two sides' strategic forces 
are not significant; dn principle, it would 
not matter if we were inferior-provided 
only that we could count on our surviving 
forces being a.ble to wreak massive damage 
on the Russians. Needless to say, no one in 
the Carter Administration is advoca.ting that 
the U.S. accept overall strategic inferd.ority; 
"essential equivalence" is proclaimed by all 
to be necessary (and to be a fact). Never
theless, some of the arguments floating 
around the capital these days imply that 
minimum deterrence is all we need. 

Leslie H. Gelb, who heads the Bureau of 
Politico-MU1tary Affairs in the Department 
of State (and who was a major partdcipa.nt 
in shaping our SALT n negotiating posi
tions), argues that those mathematical cal
culatd.ons about attacks on the Minutemen 
are unreal. He observed recently that an 
early-1980's attack on them could not be a 
surgically precise operation. It would cause 
10 million or 20 m.illlon American deaths, 
he argued, and "tlhe Soviets would ha.ve to 
assume retaliation against their cities." 

Barry Blechman, a defense analyst from 
the Brookings Institution who now serves as 
assistant director of the U.S. Arms Oontrol 
and Disa.rmanent Agency, is also among 
those who believe that the whole Minute
man problem is a bit unreal. "I don't take 
the scenarios literally," he remarked in a 
recent interview. Blechman agreed that the 
Russians could, "if they threw enough war
heads at lit, destroy a large portion of Min
uteman," but nevertheless insisted: "They 
wouldn't do it because there's just such 
enormous destructive power left in the sub
marines and bombers and even in the Min
utemen that they'd have to figure some 
would survive. They wouldn't get every one." 

However, Blechman does not believe that 
the Minuteman problem can be ignored just 
because it is "unreal." He observed that 
perceptions as well as realities could make 
a critical ddfference, and added that "this 
perception of an asymmetry" could be dan
gerous. "In the proverbial 'extreme crisis,' 
it'd just make them a little gutsier and us 
a little more timid. It does have this polit
ical result, and that means we have to 
react." 

Secretary Brown also believes that we have 
to react. Says the latest posture statement: 
"The capab111ty of the Soviets to threaten the 
prompt destruction of a major portion of 
our retaliatory force, while that segment of 
their own force is not subject to such a 
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threat, wtll be a serious matter in mmtary 
terms . . . A solution must be found to the 
problem of increasing vulnerab111ty of land
based ICBM's." Yet even our Secretary of De
fense seems to have found this judgment 
something of a close call. There 1s a kind of 
Hamlet-like passage elsewhere in the posture 
statement in which Brown considers, and 
then finally comes down against, the option 
ot just abandoning the land-based ICBM's to 
their !ate. He frames the alternatives this 
way: "Given the past importance o! our 
ICBM force and the traditional emphasis of 
the Soviets (and of many military observers 
throughout the world) on ICBM's, it can be 
argued that a decision not to modernize the 
ICBM force would be perceived by the So
viets, and perhaps by others, as demonstrat
ing U.S. willingness to accept inferiority, or 
at least as evidence that we were not com
petitive in a. major (indeed, what the Soviets 
have chosen as the major) area of strategic 
power. Others could argue, however, that 
such a decision could be viewed as playing to 
U.S. strengths in SLBM's [submarine
launched balllstic misslles) and cruise mis
sUes rather than investing in an inherently 
less survivable element of our strategic 
forces. My own judgment lies between these 
alternatives, but closer to the former view." 

Many educated Americans do not quite see 
what's wrong with the logic of minimum de
terrence. They tell themselves that, even 1! 
our land-based ICBM's were wiped out, we 
would stlll retain the other, formidable two 
legs of the so-called triad: our submarine 
forces, hidden in the ocean depths, and our 
sizable intercontinental bomber force. Right 
now, the U.S. has forty-one submarines, car
rying some 7,500 warheads, in its strategic 
forces, along with about 350 intercontinental 
B-52 bombers. 

However, there are some large problems 
about both the submarine and bomber 
forces . One problem has to do with the !act 
that only about hal! o! the submarines are 
actually at sea at any given time--the rest 
must be in port--and less than 30 percent 
of the B-52's are ordinarUy on alert. So very 
high proportions of both forces would be es
sentially defenseless against a surprise ICBM 
attack. And even the alert portion of the 
bomber forces, which presumably would get 
off the ground before the ICBM's arrived 
would then have a. "survivabutty" proble~ 
with their bases under attack. 

There are stm other dimcultles about 
these two legs of the triad. Neither of them 
can deliver nuclear weapons with the land
based ICBM's combination of speed and pre
cision. The SLBM's lack the accuracy to hit 
enemy sUos; the B-52's, which are extremely 
accurate, may have trouble penetrating 
Soviet -air defenses in the 1980's. Whlle both 
the submarines and bombers have awesome 
ab111ties to hit troop concentrations, air
fields, and certain other fixed m111tary tar
gets, their threat is heavlly focused on the 
enemy's cities. In his State of the Union 
speech this year, President Carter referred to 
~he fact that one Poseidon submarine could 
destroy every large and medium-sized city 

in the Soviet Union." 
That threat 1s less than credible. For an 

American President actually to send scores 
of nuclear warheads flying off toward soviet 
cities might well be viewed as an act of 
monumental immorality. Beyond that, it 
would be self-destructive, for it would surely 
imply the reciprocal annihllatlon of Ameri
can cities. To call on the submarine forces to 
attack civ111ans would be to initiate an exer
cise in mutual national suicide. 

Throughout. the past decade, we have 
come to think of the ICBM's as the heart 
of our strategic forces. Powerful, accurate 
"survivable,'' capable of responding eithe; 
immediately or after a delay, usable against 
a wide range of targets, they have been the 
ideal strategic weapons. So our strategic re-

sponse to the merging threat to the Min
uteman would seem to be a. rather impor
ta.n t rna tter. 

One way to get a handle on the strategic 
issues involved is to look closely, not only 
at the MX decision, but at some alterna
tives to it that have been considered-and 
that, in some cases at least, are stlll 'viewed 
as live options for the future. One option 
for defending the Minuteman forces has 
been talked about for years and there is no 
reason to suppose that the talk wlll now 
cease. It involves a strategy called "launch
on-warning." 

The idea is that, once our radars told 
us that Soviet ICBM's were beginning their 
thirty-minute journey over the polar lee 
caps-the radars would presumably begin 
getting this message at about the five
minute mark-we would immediately 
launch our own ICBM's, instead of leaving 
them in their sllos, waiting to be hit. In a 
recent Meet the Press appearance devoted 
entirely to SALT, Secretary of State Cyrus 
R. Vance at one point responded to a ques
tion about Minuteman's vulnerab1Uty by 
turning to the cameras and stating, in the 
manner of an emphatic warning, that "no 
one should assume those missles wouldn't 
be launched before they were struck by in
coming missllas." 

A variant of launch-on-warning is 
"launch-under-attack." In this case, the 
launch would still be essentially "automatic," 
but it would presumably not begin until 
there was confirmation that an attack had 
taken place and the U.S. was at war. Just 
what might constitute confirmation is a ques
tion that proponents of this strategy are end
lessly restudying. However, the latest posture 
statement has several passages that can be 
read as evidence of our continued interest 
in some such strategy, e.g., "Very low sur
vlvabillty of ICBM's in the early 1980's wm 
leave us with very little effective quick
response hard-target k1ll capab111ty unless 
we were to adopt a launch-under-attack 
policy ... " 

A strategy cal11ng for an essentially auto
matic launch has several obvious selllng 
points. One is that it doesn't require us to 
spend any real money; with certain minor 
modifications, we could embrace the policy 
with our present hardware. And if we 
could convince the Russians that we'd go 
to some such strategy in a crisis, or even 
if we got them to wondering about the pos
sib111ty, the danger of a calculated Soviet 
attack on Minuteman would be reduced. 

However, the strategy also presents some 
stunning dimculties. Defense analysts who 
have studied the idea closely tend to be hor
rified by the hair-trigger mechanism it im
plies and by the near-abandonment of any 
possibility of discrimination in our retalia
tion. In his testimony before the House 
Armed Services Committee earlier this year, 
Paul H. Nitze, a. former Assistant Secretary 
of Defense, observed: "An important issue 
surrounding the launch-under-attack option 
is 'launch what against what Soviet tar
gets-upon what degree of evidence that an 
attack of what size is under way against U.S. 
targets?' Extremely dimcult considerations 
are involved in answering that complex ques
tion. Should the President be asked to re
solve them in the few minutes which may be 
available to him, or should the answers be 
preprogra.mmed into a computer? Neither 
alternative 1s without immense dangers." 
Fred Charles Ikle, former director of the U.S. 
Arms Control Agency, has also dwelt heavlly 
on the dangers of any automatic launch. Ikle 
observed recently: "The more you lean on 
any such system, the more you're driven to 
make it taut and rapidly responding, which 
means that you're increasing the risk of 
some kind of short circuit. Making the system 
taut could also mean putting incredible re
spons1b111t1~ on some tech sergeant in the 
innards of the system. The more quick and 

automatic it is, the more you're turning over 
decisions-the most fateful decisions in the 
nation's history-to people far removed from 
the President and the Joint Chiefs." 

The Administration's position toward 
launch-under-attack is somewhat ambigu
ous-deliberately so, it would appear. Harold 
Brown's posture statement, which at one 
point asserts that the Russians should worry 
about our adopting the strategy, acknowl
edges at another point that it would be a 
difflcult one for us to adopt. The evidence 
suggests that the Administration is trying 
to have it both ways with launch-under
attack: it plans to avoid the strategy as dan
gerously destab111zing, but it would stlll like 
to leave the Russians worrying about it, at 
least a little. 

Over the past five years or so, as the clock 
ticked away on the Minuteman, the Defense 
Department has considered scores of propos
als for new kinds of misslles deployed 1n new 
ways. As recently as late May, there were 
four proposals that seemed to have some 
chance of being accepted, and Carter was 
being asked to choose among them. 

One proposal was to hasten the develop
ment and deployment of the Trident II 
SLBM. This missile, unlike any now launched 
from submarines, would have the accuracy 
to hit silos anywhere in the Soviet Union. 
The Trident II would carry as many as four
teen re-entry vehicles, and with only minor 
modifications the missile could be deployed 
on land as well as at sea. The land-based 
missiles would, however, be essentially as 
vulnerable as the Minuteman force, and 
some critics of the Trident II concept there
fore viewed it as an essential bowing out of 
the ICBM race. They also argued that the 
Trident II strategy would leave the U.S. with 
a larger vulnerab111ty problem than ever if 
the Russians made certain major break
through in antisubmarine warfare. 

All three of the other proposals involved 
the MX missile. All assumed that, 1f our 
land-based forces were to remain invulner
able in the 1980's, the misslles would require 
a new "basing mode"--one that was harder 
to attack than the present mode, in which 
1,054 missiles are sitting in 1,054 hardened 
silos. One basing mode that was studied at
tentively involved a "survivable air mobile 
system." In this system the MX missiles 
would be protected not by tons of concrete 
around silos but by their extreme mob111ty. 
Each misslle would come with a cargo air
craft capable of taking off and landing at 
relatively small airfields. They would all be 
based somewhere in the North Central u.s. 
(where warning times against incoming 
SLBM's would be maximized) but could be 
rapidly redeployed to hundreds of municipal 
airfields all around the U.S. The retaliatory 
strike would then presumably be launched 
from these airfields or-with somewhat less 
a.ccuracy-whlle the missiles were aloft in the 
cargo planes. 

The system had some real promise and 
plently of enthusatic advocates in the Air 
Force. However there were some serious dif
ficulties here too. One was the limited time 
during which the missile force would be sur
vivable. While it was designed to escape a 
surprise first strike, it could not last many 
days or perhaps even many hours, in an 
actual wartime situation; with the coun
try's airfields presumably coming under 
steady attack, to which there would essen
tially be no defense the air-mobile system 
would have to be used fairly soon or not at 
all. 

But the main discouragement about the 
air-mobile system was that it would cost a 
ton. Estimates for a ten-year acquisition and 
operating program were recently running 
over $40 blllion-far more than any of the 
competing options. The progTa.m's partisans 
in the Air Force labored to the end to bring 
the cost figures down, but it seems fair to say 
that, even if the other difficulties associated 
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with the program could have been solved, it 
would stlll have been in trouble on the 
ground of cost alone. 

Another of the MX proposals that was be
fore Carter became extremely controversial. 
It involved what the Defense Department 
refers to as multiple protective structures 
{MPS); what others have termed multiple 
aim points (MAP); and what newspaper re
porters increasingly call the "shell game." 
The basic idea is that each ICBM would not 
be confined to a single silo but would in
stead be moved around in some random way, 
among ten or twenty or twenty-five silos. 
Thus the Russians, if they were contemplat
ing a first strike, would have many more tar
gets to cope with. 

Until quite recently, it seemed highly prob
able that the Carter Administration would 
finally decide to solve the problem of Min
uteman vulnerabi11ty by opting for an MX 
missile in an MPS basing mode. Says the 
current posture statement: "Recent studies 
indicate that a multiple protective structure 
(MPS) would provide a highly surviv-able 
base for a new ICBM ... " 

It is true that MPS also had its problems, 
and some <>f these were mentioned in the 
posture statement, right after the words 
quoted above. First, the Russians might sim
ply overwhelm the system by using more 
warheads in a first strike. Clearly, they could 
have done that if only a small portion of our 
ICBM forces were deplo~d in an MPS mode. 
But there was no doubt about our ability to 
put enough holes in the ground to offset the 
thousands of land-based. MIRV's allowed by 
SALT IT. Indeed, the proposed treaty was de
fended by many precisely on the ground that 
it would make the shell game possible. Their 
argument was that, by providing a ce111ng, 
however high, on those land-based Soviet 
MIRV'S, SALT II gives us a "limit" that we 
can elect to exceed just by digging more holes 
in the ground. President Carter made this 
point in his April 25 speech to the American 
Newspaper Publishers Association in New 
York. 

Another problem about MPS was that the 
system might not be allowed under the terms 
of the SALT II agreement. It may seem odd 
that there should have been a question about 
the allowab111ty of the shell game under 
SALT II, since throughout the past couple of 
years, MPS was clearly among the more fa
vored solutions to the problem of Minute
man vulnerab111ty. Yet it really does appear 
that there has been a question about the 
allowab111ty of the solution. 

Under the terms of SALT n, mobile missile 
systems are banned during the life of a "pro
tocol"-a sort of side agreement--but allowed 
after it expires on December 31, 1981. The 
U.S. negotiators evidently assumed all during 
1977 and part of 1978 that MPS wad a mobile 
system and was therefore permitted after 
1981. 

However, when our negotiators made an 
effort last year to confirm that the shell game 
was allowed, they were told that in the Soviet 
view it was highly suspect. More precisely. 
the Russians argued that (a) the system was 
not truly mobile, since the missiles involved 
could be fired only from fixed positions; and 
(b) every one of those holes we dug in the 
ground should be viewed as a "launcher" and, 
therefore, applied against the overall ce111ng 
on launchers. This second proposition, of 
course, attacked the central idea of MPS, 
which requires that we have multiple andre
dundant holes in the ground. In further ex
changes, the U.S. repeatedly insisted that it 
had every right to go to a "mobile" MPS sys
tem and that there was no valid reason to 
count every hole as a launcher. It may be 
ovserved that this disagreement was made 
possible by the fact that "launcher"-the 
word on which so much stratej?ic bargaining 
has turned in the past decade--has never 
been defined, either in SALT I or SALT II. 

In any case, we never did reach a clear 
agreement with the Russians on this issue. 
It is possible that we could have got one by 
pushing harder; the evidence suggests that 
we preferred not to push too hard, fearing to 
provoke a fiat and final Soviet rejection and 
assuming, meanwhile, that we could preserve 
our options by asserting unilaterally a right 
to deploy an MPS. (The argument was that 
SoViet willingness to sign the treaty in the 
face of these assertions could be viewed as 
a tacit acceptance of our position.) Whether 
this lingering ambiguity played any part in 
Carter's final decision not to go for the MX 
in P.n MPS basing mode is a matter about 
which there has been a certain amount of 
suspicious conjecture in Washington. It is at 
least clear that the decision spared the Ad
ministration the embarrassment that would 
have been entailed in simultaneously asking 
the Senate to buy the shell game and also to 
buy an arms-control agreement in which the 
shell game's allowab111ty was in ouestion. 

On balance, however, the evidence sug
gests that different considerations were 
pushing the Administration away from the 
shell game and toward stlll another basing 
mo<'e--the fourth option on Carter's desk. 
It involves missiles that would shuttle 
around in long underground trenches, each 
of which would have a removable roof. The 
missile could be fired from any of various 
hardened stations along the way: There 
would be perhaps twenty stations in each 
trench. (Exactly how the roof would be re
moved, and how often, and under what cir
cumstances, are all questions that are still 
being studied.) In another variant, the mis
slle would be deployed aboveground but 
moved around steadily from one hardened 
"garage" to another. On either basis, the 
trench system would apparently cost several 
billion dollars more than the MPS; however, 
there seems to be no disagreement about its 
being a truly mobile system and no real 
doubt that the Russians would agree to its 
allowab111ty. 

The relative merits of MPS and the trench 
concept have been endlessly debated inside 
the Pentagon, but it is clear enough why 
the Carter Administration finally went for 
the latter: the trench presents fewer verifi
cation problems. If the object is to keep 
track of numbers of missiles, while obscur
ing the location of misslles, the trench is 
easier to work with. It is relatively simple, 
using "national technical means" (princi
pally satelllte photography), to verify that 
an uncovered trench contains only one mis
sile; it is much harder to demonstrate that 
twenty-five silos contain only one. If we 
went to the shell game, of course, we could 
institute various cooperative measures to 
help the Russians keep track of the number 
of missiles in our silos. But--the Adminis
tration kept telllng itself-suppose the Rus
sians followed our precedent and went to 
the shell game. They would presumably be 
less cooperative, and then we would have 
a severe verification problem. As Harold 
Brown put the case on Meet the Press: "We 
know we are going to abide by the treaty. 
But we have to ask ourselves (about) any of 
the various moblle systems we are consider
ing . . . how would we feel about its ver1fi
ab111ty if the Soviets were to deploy it? We 
are going to judge what we do by that 
standard." 

The Administration's strong preference for 
verifiable systems is understandable: verifi
cation is at the heart of the whole SALT 
idea. Without verifiable systems, there 
couldn't be arms control and without arms 
control, the world could be a much more dan
gerous place. Yet the Administration may be 
running some risk that its concern about 
verifiability will not be reciprocated by the 
Russians. There is, in fact, no guarantee that 
the Russians will forswear the shell game just 
because we have. They don't, after all, need 

our precedent to start digging their own holes 
in the ground; they have something just as 
good already--our repeated unllateral as
sertions that, despite the verification prob
lems it presents, MPS is allowed under 
SALT II. Leslie Gelb was asked recently what 
we would do if we backed away from MPS 
and the Russians went for it anyway. His 
answer: "Then we've got a problem!" (It 
could be argued, of course, that the Rus.Sians 
would not dare go to an unverifiable version 
of the shell game because the resulting out
cry in this country might jeopardize the 
entire SALT process.) 

Inevitably, all of those options on Carter's 
desk were fiawed in one rather important re
spect. None of them responded fully to the 
problem as it has been defined in all those 
past posture statements. For if the central 
question 1s the vulnerabllity of the Minute
man forces in the eo.rly 1980's-which 1s what 
the Defense Department says is the ques
tion-then any answer involving the MX 
turns out to be a bit of a non sequitur. The 
MX cannot possibly be deployed in any 
significant numbers until the late 1980's
by 1986 at the very earliest. In putting for
ward the MX as its answer, the Administra
tion is implicitly conceding the Russians a 
period of four or five years in which the 
ICBM forces wlll be vulnerable. 

Not everyone agrees that it's necessary to 
give the Russians those years of supremacy. 
A fair number of defense analysts have been 
looking for some "quick fixes" that might 
bail us out before 1982. About a year ago, a 
group of analysts critical of the Administra
tion's thinking was brought together by the 
National Strategy Information Center a think 
tank based in New York City, and exchanged 
ideas about some possible quick fixes. Pro
fessors Wllliam F. Van Cleave of the Univer
sity of Southern California and W. Scott 
Thompson of Tufts's Fletcher School of Law 
and Diplomacy were the main organizers of 
the event, but scholarly papers were prepared 
for it by many other well-known analysts, 
including Paul Nitze; Wllliam R. Graham, a 
Defense Department consultant; M. R. Gus
tavson of Lawrence Livermore Laboratory 
and the University of California; and Ben
jamin Plymale, now of Boeing but formerly 
a senior research and engineering official in 
the Defense Department 

One of the main ideas to come out of the 
session was a proposal, put forward by Nitze 
and Graham, for a version of MPS based, 
not on the MX, but on the existing Minute
man III. The scheme envisioned a missile 
encased in a canister that would also con
tain the basic power sources needed for a 
launch; also envisioned were a sizable num
ber of dummy cansisters that would be 
moved randomly among the holes along with 
the real mlsslles. The investment cost of the 
scheme would range upward from around 
$15 blllion, depending on the number of mis
slles involved. The authors of the proposal 
had done a lot of work on the engineering 
and accounting problems associated with the 
proposal, and made two remarkable claims 
for it. 

First, work on the project could begin 
within a year, and a significant MPS force 
could be in place, and stlll growing rapidly, 
by around 1982. Second, the incremental cost 
to the U.S. of adding holes to the system 
would be on the order of $500,000 to $1.5 mil
lion apiece--the latter figure being substan
tially lower than the cost to the Russians of 
adding warheads to their land-based forces. 
Thus the U.S. would have a built-in advan
tage if any "race··· developed between Soviet 
warheads and U.S. holes. 

Nltze, like many other proponents of the 
"Minuteman shell game," believes that the 
U.S. also needs an :MX. The quick fix is seen 
as no more than that--as a scheme that 
would, ln effect, get us through the early 
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1980's, until the MX is deployed in a secure 
mode. 

The Carter Administration has shown no 
interest in the quick-fix proopsition. Some of 
its spokesmen, when asked about the ap
parent "mismatch" between our early-1980's 
problem and the proposed late-1980's solu
tions, seem to consider the problem exagger
ated. Asked about the mismatch, Barry 
Blechman of the Arms Control Agency re
turned to the theme that the whole problem 
of U.S. inferiority is somewhat unreal. But 
what, he was asked, about those "percep
tions" of our inferiority-wouldn't they 
make a difference in a crisis? No, Blechman 
answered, because the perceptions in the 
early 1980's would be shaped by the prospec
tive strengthening of our forces via the MX. 
When he was then asked why perceptions 
would be shaped by future capab111tles, 
rather than by the forces in being during a 
crisis, Blechman insisted that the direction 
of events was what mattered. "It's like the 
inflation issue," he suggested gamely. "What 
matters to most people is not the level of 
Inflation but whether the rate is rising or 
falling." 

One ditnculty about the proposed quick 
fix is that lingering dispute with the Rus
sians about the allowablUty of the shell 
game under SALT II. Presumably, however, 
the dispute can be settled. Another ditnculty 
is that the quickness of the fix would te 
reduced by the SALT II protocol, which 
limits the extent to which we can deploy or 
flight-test an MPS (or any other system 
deemed mobile) before 1982. However, 
Will1am Graham estimates that, 1f we worked 
hard at the design and engineering problems 
during the period of the protocol, we could 
deploy a sizable "Minuteman MPS" system 
within about two years of its expiratlon
slgniflcantly earlier than any MX system 
is due. 

The Administration obviously feels that 
the "quick fix" isn't really worth it. Admin
istration spokesmen argue that, 1n part be
cause of the limitations Imposed on Soviet 
strategic forces by SALT II, the dimensions 
of the Mlnuteman-vulnerab111ty problem 
have been reduced to levels at which we 
can get by until the MX ls deployed. They 
question whether it would be necessary, 
wise-or politically possible-to spend bll
Uons on an Interim system whlle also brac
ing ourselves to spend far more on our long
term solution, the MX. The alternative view, 
of course, ls that those bllllons have to be 
weighed against the possible threat to na
tional security. Judgments about these 
trade-otis may become an Important sub
theme ln the larger struggle over SALT 
ratiflcation.e 

A FINE CELEBRATION IN BARNEGAT 
LIGHT 

• Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, there 
are few people who are not acquainted 
with the charm and beauty of New Jer
sey's coastal areas and very soon now, one 
of the loveliest spots on the Garden 
State's shore will be celebrating its 75th 
anniversary. 

The Borough of Barnegat Light, N.J. 
will mark its diamond anniversary with a 
series of special events and ceremonies 
beginning on June 30. A week of celebrat
ing will conclude on July 7 with a parade 
and special program at Borough Hall. 

Mr. President, the entire borough is 
justifiably proud of its rich history as one 
of our State's leading commercial fishing 

villages and its service as a summer re
sort spot for thousands of east coast 
residents. 

Barnegat Light is located on Long 
Beach Island, just across from magnifi
cent Island Beach State Park. The Bar
negat Lighthouse, which marks the en
trance to the important coastal inlet of 
the same name, is the second oldest light
house in the United States and has been 
duly recognized by being declared a State 
park itself. 

Over the years, the families which 
have lived in Barnegat Light and the 
many visitors who have passed an enjoy
able stay in the community, have seen 
many changes and much progress in the 
boroug'h. But the traditions and the his
tory of the community still play an im
portant role in making it one of our 
State's most-enjoyed spots. 

Mr. Sidney Rothman, who has been 
coordinating the anniversary celebration, 
recently sent me a copy of the minutes 
of the first borough meeting back in July 
1904 and the record reflects the authen
tic pride and confidence the residents 
had in their fledgling community. On a 
lighter note, I also noticed that their first 
omcial act was to appoint a finance com
mittee and determine how much money 
they would be receiving from their par
ent community, so the inclination for 
prudent fiscal management was present 
at the creation. 

Mr. President, I just wanted to take a 
moment here in the omcial Record of 
Congress to mark this special occasion 
for our State and for the Borough of 
Barnegat Light and extend to Mayor 
Lloyd W. Behmke, the borough council, 
and all 850-plus residents of Barnegat 
Light our heartiest congratulations on 
this important anniversary.• 

LEVERETT SALTONSTALL 
(1892-1979) 

• Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, this morn
ing carries with it news of the passing of 
a great American, who graced this 
Chamber for more than 2 decades. Lev
erett Saltonstall has died, and with him 
an era in our history. 

Bearer of a proud name, perhaps the 
greatest tribute we can pay Salty was 
the fact that he lived up to, indeed, fur
thered, the reputation for public service 
associated with 10 generations of Sa.l
tonstalls. He was a man uniquely able to 
bridge social, political, and economic 
gaps. Born to wealth, he cared deeply 
about the lives of the poor. As Governor 
of Massachusetts, he combined liberal 
social policies with fiscal conservatism
and America paid attention. 

In a State where ethnic tensions had 
all too often polarized along political 
lines, Mr. Saltonstall was described as 
having "Back Bay manners and a South 
Boston face." His response was typical 
of the man: 

"Im proud of my South Boston face," he 
told campaign audiences. "It may be an old 
horsefa.ce too, but it's the only one I've got 
and it doesn't change after the elections." 

To the end of his life, Lev Saltonstall 
held fast to the ideals of Yankee New 
England: to integrity as hard and fast 
as the granite beneath his Dover farm; 
to honesty and self-depreciation, which 
led him to retire from this body in 1966 
after an active career spanning 55 years; 
finally, to the old and cherished pursuit 
of excellence, which motivated his ven
eration of and service to Harvard Uni
versity and all the people of Massachu
setts. 

It is fashionable to proclaim the pass:
ing of eras upon the death of a notable. 
It is even more common to announce 
that one's like will not soon be seen 
again. But in the case of Leverett Sal
tonstall-upholder of a great lineage, 
selfless in his service to the people of 
his State and Nation, and a character of 
singular color and attraction-the cus
tomary regrets are intensified. 

I extend my deepest sympathy to the 
Senator's wife, Alice, as to his children, 
Susan, Emily, and William. In sharing a 
remarkable career, they, too, have made 
their mark. May they be comforted by 
the knowledge that their sorrow is 
shared by anyone who ever knew-or 
knew of-Leverett Saltonstall.e 

S. 1112-Bn.L TO ELIMINATE CON
GRESSIONAL EXEMPTION FROM 
MAJOR CIVIL RIGHTS LEGISLA
TION AND OTHER REFORM LAWS 

• Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I would 
like to commend my distinguished col
league from Ohio, Mr. METZENBAUM, for 
his support of my bill to eliminate Con
gress' exemption .from the major civil 
rights legislation and other reform laws. 
He joins Senator ARMSTRONG, Senator 
DECoNciNr, and me as cosponsors of this 
legislation. 

We can no longer ignore the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964 in our hiring prac
tices. We can no longer ignore the Equal 
Pay Act, the Equal Employment Oppor
tunity Act, the National Labor Relations 
Act, and the other pieces of legislation 
which we have mandated for the rest 
of the Nation, but sadly, not for our
selves. 

The recent Supreme court decision on 
Davis against Passman is highly instruc
tive. I find it intolerable that the thou
sands of men and women who work on 
our sta.1fs and in the numerous support 
capacities have no recourse under the 
law when they feel they have been 
the subject of discrimination. And 
I am heartened that the courts are 
protecting them where we have failed. 

Mr. President, we are facing a crisis 
of confidence. As elected leaders, we can 
hardly expect the Nation's businessmen 
to comply with the regulations of the 
Occupational Safety and Health Act, for 
example, when we do not. This is an in
sidious double standard that promotes 
a justified skepticism in our power -to 
legislate. 

What laws we enact for the rest of 
the country, we ourselves must obey.e 
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TRYING TO TAKE THE TAX OUT OF 

MARRIAGE 

e Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
there are numerous and complex tax is
sues confronting the Congress. Two 
problems seem to predominate in terms 
of constituent concern. One problem is 
the inflation tax-basically, the fact that 
whenever inflation increases income, 
taxpayers move up into higher tax 
brackets. Consequently, tax burdens in
crease at a faster rate than inflation or 
any gain in real income. There is a 
simple and efficient solution. It is to in
dex the tax code. 

The second issue, the marriage tax, 
does not lend itself to a similar effec
tive solution. The problem is that mar
riage can create a higher tax obligation 
for a two wage-earner family than occurs 
for two single taxpayers with the same 
income. Another side of the issue is that 
a single person with the same income 
as a family <either one or two wage 
earners> has a higher tax burden than 
the family. 

Various studies have attempted to 
develop a solution for these inequities. 
Despite all the studies, we have not found 
a simple, efficient and equitable answer. 
A recent article in Tax Notes describes 
the history of the problem, and men
tions one possible solution. I ask that the 
article be printed in the RECORD. 

There is no magic solution. 
What we can do is adopt the most 

equitable procedure for taxing the dif
ferent groups of taxpayers. A :first step 
would be hearings by the Senate Finance 
Committee to explore various alterna
tives. Despite our busy schedule, I hope 
we can begin addressing this problem 
this year. 

The article follows: 
[From Tax Notes, June 11, 1979] 

FEDERAL INCOME TAX TREATMENT OF MARRIED 
AND SINGLE TAXPAYERS 

(By Walter Stromquist) 
The problem of determining the relative 

tax burdens of married couples and single 
individuals has been a subject of debate in 
the United States since the income tax was 
established in 1913. There has been contro
versy over what is the proper unit of taxa
tion, individuals or families. There has also 
been debate over how to recognize the differ
ent situations of families with one earner, 
families with two earners, and single persons. 

The controversy revolves around four prin-· 
ciples of taxation, each of which is widely 
accepted in the United States: 

1. Progressivity. The higher the income, the 
higher should be the rate of tax. For example, 
more tax should be collected from a single 
person earning $20,000 than would be col
lected from two single persons earning 
$10,000 each. 

2. Aggregation. A married couple's income 
should be aggregated for computing their 
tax, and no distinctions should be made 
among married couples according to how 
much of their income is earned by one 
spouse or the other. For example, all married 
couples with total incomes of $20,000 should 
pay the same tax, regardless of whether one 
spouse earns all of the income or each spouse 
earns half. 

3. No penalty for marriage. Two people who 
marry should not pay a higher tax as a result. 

For example, a man and woman earning 
$10,000 each should pay the same tax 
whether they are married or single. 

4. No penalty for remaining single. A single 
person should not pay more tax than he 
would pay if he were married to a person 
with no income. This means that a single 
person earning $20,000 should not pay more 
tax than a married couple earning $20,000, 
if all of the couple's income is earned by 
one spouse. 

Each of these principles may seem sound at 
first. The problem for tax policy is that they 
are in confiict. The conflict is 1llustrated by 
Figure 1. Therefore, every system of progres
sive income taxation must violate one or 
more of the principles. 

The first section of this paper contains a 
brief history of the Federal income tax as it 
relates to these four priniciples. The second 
section describes the current (1979) tax law, 
including the way in which it violates the 
last two principles. A final section mentions 
some proposals for change. 

HISrGRICAL DEVELOPMENT 

Each of the principles listed above, except 
the first, has been violated at one time or 
another in the history of the Federal in
come tax. 

Prior to the 1948, the Federal income tax 
conformed to all of the principles except 
the second. People were taxed as individuals, 
and there was only one rate schedule for 
both married and single persons. A married 
couple could file a joint return if they 
wished, but i! both spouses had income, they 
could reduce their tax by filing separate re
turns. Because the rate schedule was pro
gressive, the combined tax on two incomes 
of, say, $10,000 was less than the tax on one 
$20,000 income. Since one-earner couples 
could not benefit from separate returns, 
couples with the same total income paid 
different amounts of tax. 

The difference in tax depended not only 
on the share of income earned by each 
spouse, but also on the states in which the 
couples lived. This curious result was caused 
by the community property laws of some 
states. In 1930, the Supreme Court ruled 
that in states with community property 
laws, a husband and wife could file separate 
returns with half of the combined income 
on each return, regardless of which spouse 
had actually earned the income. This auto
matic "income splitting" was unavailable 
in other states. 

194 8 : INCOME SPLrrTING 

In 1948, the law was revised to embrace 
the income splitting principle for married 
taxpayers in all states. Married couples were 
encouraged to file joint returns, and a sep
arate rate schedule was designed for these 
returns. This "joint schedule" was derived 
from the "single schedule" by doubling the 
size of each bracket, without changing the 
rates. The effect was the same as income 
splitting: a couple--even a one-earner 
couple-paid the same tax as two single per
sons, e::~.ch with half the combined income. 

This represented no change for spouses 
who lived in community-property states or 
whose incomes actually were evenly divided; 
they simply received the same benefit on 
their joint returns as was already theirs if 
they filed separately. But for other couples, 
the automatic income splitting resulted in 
substantial savings. For example, consider 
a couple in which the husband's taxable 
income was $32,000 and the wife had no 
income. If they filed a joint return in 1970 
(the last year of income splitting), their 
tax was $8,660. But if the husband had paid 
tax as a single person on the same taxable 
income, his tax would not have been $12.210. 
In this case, income splitting saved $3 ,550. 

This was the state of the income tax for 
the period 1948--1970. The second principle 
was completely satisfied, since a couple paid 
the same tax whether both spouses or only 
one spouse had income. However, to make the 
tax law conform to the second principle, one 
of the other principles had to be sacrificed. 
In 1948, it was the fourth: after the 1948 Act, 
a single taxpayer generally paid substantially 
more tax than a married couple with the 
same income. If a single taxpayer had the 
same taxable income as the couple in the 
above example, he paid $3,550, or 41 percent 
more tax than the couple. 

1951-1954: SPECIAL CASES 

This "single penalty" was especially con
spicuous in the case of single taxpayers with 
children-typically, widowed or divorced par
ents. Such taxpayers are hard to classify 
fairly as single individuals or as married 
couples. Congress recognized the special 
status of this group in 1951 by classifying 
them as "unmarried heads of households" 
and allowing them half of the benefits of 
income splitting. A special rate schedule is 
provided which puts the tax for a qualifying 
taxpayer about halfway between the amounts 
paid by a single person and· a married couple 
with the same taxable income. 

Even more conspicuous was the case of a 
person made single by the death of a spouse. 
Even if the widow (or widower) was able to 
maintain the income previously received by 
the couple, he or she lost the benefit of 
income splitting and thus paid a higher tax. 
To ease this burden-at least for taxpayers 
with children-congress provided in 1954 
that a surviving spouse who maintains a 
household for a dependent child may con
tinue to use the joint rate schedule for two 
full years after the death of her spouse. This 
provision is still in effect; it is the only cir
cumstance in which an unmarried taxpayer 
may use the joint rates. 

There are many more "heads of house
holds" than "certain surviving spouses." In 
1977, the former group filed 5.8 million tax 
returns; the latter, only 147 thousand. Both 
groups were small, compared with the total 
of over 86 million returns filed. 

1971: NEW SINGLE RATES 

In spite of the special provisions for these 
small groups, most single taxpayers still faced 
a large tax penalty. Until 1971, the tax bur
den for a single taxpayer without dependents 
remained up to 41 percent higher than for a 
married couple with the same taxable income. 
Because Congress considered the difference 
to be too large, it enacted a new, lower rate 
schedule for single taxpayers as part of the 
Tax Reform Act of 1969. Under the new 
schedule, which became effective in 1971, a 
single person's tax on a given taxable income 
was at most 20 percent higher than a married 
couple's tax on the same taxable income. For 
example, in 1971 a single person's tax on a 
taxable income of $32,000 was reduced from 
$12,210 to $10,290, which was 18.8 percent 
more than a couple would pay on the name 
taxable income. 

To prevent two-earner married couples 
from taking advantage of the new single 
rates, they were required to use the pre-1971 
schedule if they filed separate returns. 

THE END OF INCOME SPLI'I"l'ING 

Although the rate schedule for joint re
turns was not changed in 1971, it could no 
longer be described as an "income splitting" 
schedule. A married couple paid a smaller 
tax than a single taxpayer with the same 
taxable income. However, the couples' tax 
was not as small as it would be if they could 
split their income equally and use the new 
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single schedule. The joint schedule could 
not be constructed from the new single 
schedule by widening the brackets, or by 
any other simple algebraic rule. Following 
changes in 1977 and 1979, these two rate 
schedules stlll have no exact relationship, 
although they retain the approximate rela
tionship established in 1971. 

Reducing the single penalty was an im
provement according to one of the four prin
ciples, but it could not be obtained without 
a price in terms of one of the other prin
ciples. The 1969 Act sacrificed the third 
principle-by introducing, for the first time, 
a substantial marriage penalty into the tax 
law. 

1970-1979: STRIKING A BALANCE 

Since the 1969 Act, Congress has attempted 
to strike a balance between the single pen
alty and the marriage penalty. As long as the 
first two principles are honored-as long as 
the tax remains progressive and no distinc
tion is made betwen one-earner and two
earner couples-it is mathematically impos
sible to abolish both penalties. Instead, the 
tax law has sought a compromise between 
them. 

In this decade the compromise has found 
expression in several other tax provisions, as 
well as the rate schedules. The most im
portant of these was the standard deduc
tion, which was a feature of the tax law until 
1977. Any taxpayer could elect to give up 
most of his personal deductions, such as 
medical expenses or charitable contributions, 
and claim the standard deduction instead. 
Most low-and mldle-income taxpayers did 
so. The amount of the· standard deduction 
depended on income, but was limited to a 
fairly narrow range by minimum and max
imum amounts. In 1976, the standard de
duction for single returns could range from 
$1,700 to $2,400, and for joint returns, from 
$Sl,100 to $2,800. 

The minimum standard deduction was 
greatly increased by the Tax Reform Act of 
1969, to remove tax burdens from most per
sons below the poverty line. At that time, 
the minimum was the same for single and 
joint returns. This added to the marriage 
penalty, since two single persons could claim 
two minimum standard deductions, but 1! 
they married, they could claim only one. In
creases in the standard deduction after 1974, 
however, were twice as large for married 
couples as for single persons, so that these 
increases in themselves did not add to the 
marriage penalty. 

A temporary contributor to the marriage 
penalty in 1976-78 was the general tax credit. 
Based on income and family size, the credit 
was limited to $180 for most tax returns, sin
gle or joint. Single persons could each qual
ify for a $180 credit; a married couple had 
to share one. 

In 1977 Congress repealed the standard 
deduction. At the same time, "zero brack
ets" were added to each of the several rate 
schedules, providing that a certain amount 
of taxable income is subject to a tax rate 
of zero percent. In 1979 the zero bracket 

amounts were increased to $2,300 for single 
taxpayers, and $3,400 for joint returns. The 
zero bracket amount presents the same 
problems as the standard deduction: as long 
&.s joint returns receive a higher amount 
than singles, there is a single penalty, but 
1! the joint amount is less than twice the 
single amount, there is also a marriage pen
alty. The present structure, therefore, rep
resents a compromise. 

When the standard deduction was re
pealed, a "fioor" was imposed on itemized 
deductions. This means that a taxpayer may 
not subtract all of his deductible expenses 
!rom income, but only the excess of these ex
penses over the "fioor." The amount of the 
fioor is $2,300 !or singles or $3,400 !or joint 
returns-that is, the amount is the same as 
the zero bracket. Taken together, the fioors 
and the zero brackets have nearly the same 
effect as the standard deduction-in !act, 
the repeal of the standard deduction has 
generally been regarded as a mere change 
in form. 

In all of these actions, Congress bas taken 
the first two prlnclples-progressivity and 
aggregation-as given, and has attempted to 
strike a balance between the marriage pen
alty and the single penalty. We now review 
the state of the tax law as it is in 1979, with 
an emphasis on the way these penalties affect 
typical taxpayers. 

THE INCOME TAX IN 1979 

In 1979, the income tax continues to refiect 
the compromise among the principles that 
was struck in 1971. The tax is progressive, 
and no distinction is made between one
earner and two-earner married couples. The 
last two principles are vJ.olated, however. A 
single person generally pays more tax than 
a married couple with the same income, and 
two wage earners who are married usually 
pay more tax than they would 1! they were 
single. 

The Internal Revenue Code contains four 
different rate schedules applicable to indi
viduals. One is for single persons, one is for 
married couples fillng joint returns, one is 
for married persons fillng separate returns, 
and one is for single persons with depend
ents who quality as heads of households. 
Each schedule contains a "zero bracket" and 
positive rates ranging from 14 to 70 percent. 
Some !acts about the rate schedules are sum
marized in table 1. 

The rate schedules are based on "taxable 
income," not "total income." For taxpayers 
who do not itemize their deductions, taxable 
income is equal to total income minus ex
emptions, which are now $1000 per person 
for both taxpayers and dependents. (Actually, 
most taxpayers never calculate their taxable 
incomes. Instead, they use the published "tax 
tables," which have the exemptions "built 
ln." The figures in the tax tables, of course, 
are calculated !rom the rate schedules de
scribed here.) 

For taxpayers who do itemize, there is one 
more step on computing taxable income. 
They may subtract their deductible expenses, 
but only to the extent that they exceed the 

"fioor," which is the same as the zero bracket 
amount in the appropriate rate schedule. For 
example, suppose a family of four has earn
ings of $25,600 and deductible expenses of 
$5 ,000. Then their taxable income is $20,000: 
$25,600-total income. 
-4,000-!our exemptions. 
-1,600-$5,000 deductions minus $3,400 fioor. 

$20,000-taxable income. 
From schedule Y (for joint returns) we 

can calculate their tax, which is $3,225. 
THE MARRIAGE PENALTY 

I! two persons with independent incomes 
marry, they usually he,ve to pay a higher 
tax. 

For example, assume two persons each have 
taxable incomes of $15,000 (after subtracting 
their exemptions) and assume they do not 
itemize their deductions. I! they file as single 
individuals, they each must pay $2,605 in 
tax. Their combined tax is therefore $5,210. 
If they marry and file a joint return, their 
taxable income is $30,000, and their tax (from 
schedule Y) is $6,238. Their marriage penalty 
is $1,028. 

Table 2 shows marriage penalties for va
rious levels of taxable income, under the as
sumptions that the income is evenly divlded 
between the spouses and the couples do not 
itemize their deductions. Table 3 shows the 
marriage penalty (and marriage bon us) in 
cases in which income is not evenly divided 
between the spouses. 

TABLE I.-SUMMARY OF THE RATE SCHEDULES 

Number 
of 1977 1979 zero 

returns 1 bracket 
Name of schedule Taxpayers covered (millions} amount 

Schedule X ______ Sinale persons other 
than heads of 

35.3 $2,300 

households. 
Schedule Y (pt. 1 )_ Joint returns of mar- 44.1 3, 400 

ried couples and 
certain survivina 
spouses. 

Schedule Y (pt. 2}. Separate returns of 1.3 1, 700 
married persons. 

Schedule Z __ _____ Unmarried heads of 5. 8 2,300 
households. 

1 Total individual returns 86,500,000. 

Source: Office of the Secretary of the Treasury, Office of Tax 
Analysis. 

TABLE 2.-MARRIAGE PENALTIES IN 1979 WHEN INCOME 
IS EVENLY DIVIDED 

If 2 sinale 
people, each 
with ad
justed aross 
mcomes of-

$5, ooo__ _______ 
s1o. ooo ________ 
$15, ooo ________ 
$20, ooo__ ______ 
$30, ooo: _______ 

Marry, to 
give a 

combined 
adjusted 

gross 
income 

of-

$10,000 
20,000 
30,000 
40,000 
60,000 

Their 
combined 

tax 
increases 

from-

$500 
2, 354 
4, 690 
7, 674 

15,308 

To-

$702 
2, 745 
5, 593 
9, 366 

18,698 

For 1 
marriaae 

penalty 
of-

$202 
391 
903 

1,692 
3,390 

Note: These calculations assume that the taxpayers claim 1 
exemption each and do not itemize their deductions. 

TABLE 3.-MARRIAGE PENALTIES (AND BONUSES} IN 1979 WHEN INCOME IS UNEVENLY DIVIDED 

(A neaative marriaae penalty indicates a marriaae bonus for 2 sinale persons who marry) 

Adjusted Share of lesser-earnina spouse Adjusted Share of lesser-earnina spouse 
JrOSS 

Zero 10 percent 20 percent 
JrOSS 

40 percent 50 percent Income 30 percent 40 percent 50 percent 1ncome Zero 10 percent 20 percent 30 percent 
$3,000 ________ 0 0 0 0 0 0 $5,000 ________ -250 -170 -98 -28 0 0 $25,000------- -1,505 -630 -30 310 535 611 $7,000 ________ -378 -252 -126 -10 98 168 $30,000--- ---- -1,929 -749 -26 439 785 903 
$10,000 _______ -475 -275 -85 100 182 202 $40,000.------ -2,801 -939 177 1, 031 1, 564 1,692 
$15,000.------ -710 -328 32 183 236 251 $50,000.-- ---- -3.269 -1,069 454 1, 731 2, 439 2,674 
$20,000.------ -1,092 -460 42 238 355 391 $100,000------ -3,269 454 2, 694 3, 909 4,164 4,164 

Note : Accounts for maximum tax. These calculations assume that the taxpayers claim 1 exemption each and do not itemize their deductions. 
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It is not necessary that the two individual 

incomes be equal in order for a. marriage 
penalty to arise. Suppose that the two per
sons ha.ve taxable incomes of $22,000 and 
$8,000, giving the same combined taxable 
income of $30,000. F111ng a.s single persons, 
their respective taxes are $4,857 end $977, 
for a. total of $5,834. If they marry and file 
jointly, their tax is again $6,238, for a. mar
riage p;ma.lty of $404. If the income is divided 
even more unevenly, the marriage penalty 
will be smaller, or the couple me.y even save 
tax by marriage. Roughly speaking, the mar
riage penalty affects couples where the spouse 
with the lower earnings contributes a.t least 
20 percent of the combined income. 

For taxpayers who itemize, the situation 
is more complicated, since marriage may 
change their combined taxable income as 
well a.s their tax rates. Two single itemizers, 
for example, are each subject to $2,300 floor 
on their deductions, for e. combined floor 
of $4,600. If they marry, they are subject to 
a. floor of only $3,400. In other words, as a. 
married couple, they can use $1,200 more 
of their itemized deductions than if they 
were single. This reduces, but does not elimi
nate, their marriage penalty. This example is 
a.n extreme case; at the opposite extreme, 
when only one spouse oha.s deductible ex
penses, the effect of the floors is to increase 
their marriage penalty. 

Married persons may file separately if they 
wish, but they must use the highest of the 
four rate schedules, and other special provi
sions occur throughout the tax code to pre
vent them from saving tax in this way. Allow
ing such savings would violate the principle 
of aggregation, since it would create a.n ad
vantage for two-earner couples. Therefore 
separate returns are not a. defense against 
the marriage penalty. 

THE SINGLE PENALTY 

A single taxpayer usually pe.ys more tax 
than a. married couple with the same income. 
For example, a. single person with a. taxable 
income of $15,000 pays $2,605 tax. But if a 
married couple has the same taxable income, 
even if it is all earned by one spouse, their 
tax is $2,055. In this case the single persons 
pays 27 percent more tax. 

It can be argued that the comparison in 
this example is not entirely fair, since a. 
couple may ha.ve less e.b111ty to pay than a 
single person with the same income. This 
difference is taken into account by the fact 
that a. couple has two personal exemptions. It 
may be, however, that the second exemption 
is too much recognition--or too little--of the 
couple's different situation. 

PROPOSALS FOR CHANGE 

The compromise between single penalties 
and marriage penal ties has always been an 
uneasy one. The marriage penalty, in par
ticular, is one of the most widely criticized 
weaknesses in our income tax, and it is dUD
cult to find anyone who regards it a.s good 
policy. But as long as the first two princi
ples-progressivity and aggregation-are ad
hered to, the marriage penalty cannot be re
duced without ma.kin~ the situation for 
single taxpayers even worse. 

Consideration has turned, therefore, to 
these first two principles. It is unlikely that 
progessivity will be abandoned. Therefore, 
any proposal which alleviates both the mar
riage penalty and the single penalty must 
violate the aggregation principle: that is, 
there must be some distinction in the tax 
law between one-earner and two-earner mar
ried couples. 

Opponents of the aggregation principle 
argue that there is a.n economic difference to 
support such a. distinction: one-earner cou
ples have the benefit of a. full-time homemak
er. Although the homemaker's services in the 
home are not measured 1n dollars, they do in-

crease a. couple's economic well-being and 
able to pay. Two-earner couples ha.ve no 
such advantage, and, arguably, this should 
result in a. lower tax lia.b111ty. Among respond
ents to a. recent O.E.C.D. survey, every major 
democratic nation with an income tax, ex
cept the United States, distinguishes between 
one-earner and two-earner couples. 

It is one thing, of course, to support such 
a. distinction and quite another to decide 
what form it should take. One proposal is to 
abandon joint returns, requiring separate 
returns from married persons with no in
come splitting. Most experts agree that Con
gress can require that each married person 
pay tax on his or her own income, determined 
without regard to state community property 
laws. Such legislation would eliminate both 
the marriage penalty and the single penalty. 
Only the aggregation principle would be vio
lated, as was the case before 1930. The ad
ministrative convenience of joint returns 
could be retained by allOwing married couples 
to file their "separa. te" returns on two parts 
of the same standard form, as is now done in 
some state income tax systems. 

An alternative is to allow couples the op
tion of filing jointly under present law, or 
filing separate returns a.s single persons. This 
is the simplest and most straightforward way 
to eliminate the marriage penalty, but it 
would not affect the single penalty. In any 
system in which married couples are encour
aged to file separately, there is a. significant 
technical problem of deciding how a hus
band and wife will be allowed to divide their 
deductions and non-wage income (such as 
interest or business profits). 

If joint returns are retained in their pres
ent form, it would stlll be possible to dis
tinguish between one-earner and two-earner 
couples, by allowing a special deduction or 
credit based on the wa.g61i of the second 
earner. 

Selecting the best of these proposals w111 
require a.n extensive public debate. Then, if 
a reform is enacted. it remains to be seen 
whether it will provide any more lasting sat
isfaction than did the reforms of earlier 
eras.e 

SOFT DRINK INTERBRAND 
COMPETITION ACT 

• Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to cosponsor S. 598, a bill to 
preserve a unique and competitive indus
try practice-the manufacture, bottling, 
and distribution of trademarked soft 
drinks by local companies operating un
der territorial licenses. The Soft Drink 
Interbrand Competition Act allows local 
manufacturers to maintain their terri
torial licenses as long as there is substan
tial and effective interbrand competition. 

The Federal Trade Commission's deci
sion to bar as unlawful territorial restric
tions in soft drink trademark licensing
like most misguided bureaucratic ac
tions-does more harm than good. In 
the long run, the FTC decision would 
prove to be anticompetitive. If territorial 
licenses are prohibited, it is most likely 
that many of the small bottlers will be 
absorbed by larger ones. Such a restruc
turing of the industry would be incon
sistent with the purposes of the antitrust 
laws. 

Mr. James A. Hackney, m, president 
of Hackney & Sons, Inc., a North Caro
line-based truck body and trailer manu
facturing company, has prepared an eco
nomic impact statement examining the 
effect on the beverage truck body and 

trailer industry of the FTC's decision 
barring territorial restrictions. 

Mr. Hackney has clearly demonstrated 
how the FTC decision would prove to be 
anticompetitive-even among peripheral 
industries. His study provides a compel
ling argument for passage of S. 598. I 
encourage my colleagues to study this 
report. 

Mr. President, I submit the economic 
impact statement prepared by Mr. James 
A. Hackney, III, be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The statement follows: 
ECONOMIC IMPACT STATEMENT: SOFT DRINK 

DELIVERY BODY AND TRAILER INDUSTRY 

Assuming S. 598/ H.R. 3567 is not enacted 
and appellate courts do not overturn FTC 
decision outlawing franchise territories for 
soft drinks in nonreturnable containers. 
IMPACT ON PATTERN OF DISTRIBUTION IN THE 

SOFT DRINK INDUSTRY 

At the present time, most packaged soft 
drinks are delivered by route delivery vehicles 
of local bottlers, driven by local employees . 
These driver-salesmen fill vending machines, 
stock supermarket shelves, and arrange spe
cial merchandising displays to increase sales. 
In 1977, 72.1 percent 9f all packaged soft 
drink container units (cans, bottles, etc.) 
were sold through food stores. Nonreturnable 
containers of all types accounted for 68.0 
percent of food store soft drink unit sales. 
Expressed differently, 49.0 percent of all pack
aged soft drink sales were nonreturnable 
type containers sold in food stores. 

If t.he exclusive territory granted the local 
soft drink bottler by his franchiser is elim
inated, major changes are anticipated in 
the pattern of distribution of soft drinks to 
food stores and other chain outlets. Instead 
of buying brand-name soft drinks from each 
local bottler, as is the case with the present 
territorial limitation, a. chain food store's 
central purchasing department would be able 
to negotiate directly with large regional bot
tlers to furnish soft drinks in nonreturnable 
containers, delivered in bulk to the central 
distribution warehouse of the food store 
chain. The food store chain would then de
liver these soft drinks in bulk on its own ve
hicles, along with other canned goods, from 
its central warehouse to its retail stores. 
Food store employees would stock the shelves 
with soft drinks as they stock other items. 

The need for conventional route delivery 
equipment by local bottlers (and the em
ployees to operate it) to service outlets such 
as !'ood stores would be greatly reduced once 
warehouse delivery is established. The type 
of transportation equipment used in the 
warehouse distribution method by food store 
chains is the 40-foot van trailer, produced 
primarily by large trailer manufacturers such 
a.s Fruehauf and Tra.llmobile. 

It would be unrealistic to expect a. local 
bottler to lose the entire 49 percent of his 
total packaged soft drink sales presently rep
resented -by food stores' purchases of nonre
turnable containers. However, 30 percent 
sales loss is not a.n unrealistic estimate, 
meaning that local bottlers could face a. sub
stantial loss in sales to the larger bottlers 
who are able to sell in bulk. The resuitant 
weakened financial condition of small bot
tlers would make them vulnerable take-over 
targets for acquistion by larger bottlers. As 
large bottlers become larger and small bot
tlers disappear, less, rather than more, com
petition will result. 

IMPACT ON THE BEVERAGE TRUCK BODY AND 
TRAILER INDUSTRY 

Route delivery beverage truck bodies and 
tra1Iers are currently supplied by several doz-
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en small manufacturers throughout the 
United States. Hackney & Sons, Inc., is the 
largest of these, but stlll only had total bev
erage body and trailer sales in 1978 of $24 
m1llion and employed a total of 600 persons 
in three manufacturing plants located in 
Washington, North Carolina; Fountain Inn, 
South Carolina; and Independence, Kansas. 
By comparison, Fruehauf Corporation had 
trailer operations sales in 1978 of $1.25 bil
lion, with Tra.llmoblle's sales at about half 
of Fruehauf's. 

If the franchise territory system for soft 
drinks in nonreturnable containers is elim
inated, it is anticipated that all companies 
in the beverage truck body and trailer in
dustry wili experience an immediate de
crease in soft-drink dellvery body and trail
er sales of approximately 70 percent (the 
new level of sales will be 30 percent of previ
ous levels), and that the severity of this de. 
cline wm last for approximately five years. 
After that, sales might return to approxi
mately 70 percent of previous levels. It is 
doubtful whether many of the present 
manufacturers of soft drink delivery bod
ies and trailers could survive five years of 
such declines. It is probable that some wlll 
be forced into bankruptcy; others will be 
forced into acquisition by a. larger com
pany. In the face of such a. decline, Hackney 
& Sons, Inc. anticipates an immediate loss 
of at least 350 jobs and cannot make any 
prediction as to its ab111ty to survive five 
years of such economic trauma.. The chief 
beneficiary from this decline Will be very 
large truck/trailer manufacturers, such as 
Fruehauf and Tra.llmoblle, whose equipment 
is presently not used in the local delivery 
of soft drinks. 

The reason for the severity of the antic
ipated decline in beverage body sales is not 
obvious without some explanation of the 
buying and operating habits of soft-drink 
fieet owners. Most soft-drink fieets operate 
with 90 percent of their fieet on the routes 
each day and 10 percent as "spares," either 
held in reserve for peak demand or with
held from duty for normal maintenance. 
Historically, bottlers have dramatically re
duced buying of new delivery equipment in 
dimcult years and simply used up spares. 

Assume, as an example, a. hypothetical 
fieet of 100 soft-drink route trucks. This is 
considerably larger than average, but makes 
arithmetic simpler for lllustrative purposes. 
Presently, such a fieet would typically have 
90 trucks on the route each day and 10 units 
in reserve. If this bottler's sales are reduced 
by 30 percent, he would then need only 70 
percent of his 90 trucks on the route each 
day, or 63 units. An active fieet of 63 units 
would require approximately 7 sp:1res, for 
a total fieet size of 70 units. Typically, one
tenth of the total fieet is replaced each year, 
so that the annual replacement require
ment would then be 7 units, down from the 
previous 10. With 30 extra liberated units 
over and above normal operating and spare 
requirements, this bottler can simply use 
up his extra units for 4.3 years before being 
down to his new required fieet size of 70 
units. Thereafter, it would be assumed that 
he might order 7 units each year to main
tain his 70-unit-fieet. 

To illustrate this situation more graphic
ally, the present and anticipated phaseover 
buying pattern is shown in tabular form. 

Present route delivery method (assume a 
fleet of 100 vehicles) 

Units on dally route -------- - --------- 90 
Spares ------------------- ------------ 10 

Total fieet size ----------------- 100 

TYPICAL PROJECTED BUYING PATIERN :ASSUMING NO 
GROWTH) 

Units New units Total fleet 
Year retired needed size 

1980.-- --- ---- 10 10 100 
198L • • . ..•.. 10 10 100 
1982.--- ---- -- 10 10 100 1983 _____ _____ 10 10 100 1984 ____ ______ 10 10 100 
1985 •••. .... . . 10 10 100 

Revised fleet requirements with warehouse 
food-store delivery accounting tor 30 per
cent of sales (local bottler's sales are 70 
percent of prior sales) (initial fleet size 
100 units) 

Units on dally route___________________ 63 
Required spares_________ __ ____________ 7 

Total new required fieet size______ 70 
Extra. trucks liberated by sales decrease__ 30 

Total fieet size __________________ 100 

Year 

1980 •• -- -- -- --1981. _____ __ _ _ 
1982 ____ __ ___ _ 
1983 _________ _ 
1984 ___ ___ ___ _ 
1985 _______ __ _ 

Units 
retired 

New units 
needed 

0 
0 
0 
0 
5 
7 

Total fleet 
size 

93 
86 
79 
72 
70 
70 

It is not anticipated that every bottler 
would stop ordering new route delivery 
equipment for more than four years. How
ever, it is reasonably projected that at least 
60 percent would do so, with the remaining 
40 percent ordering at the new reduced 
annual level of requirements. The net im
pact would be a. 70 percent reduction in sales 
to the beverage body and trailer industry. 
This is similar to the percent decline of 
orders during the period from August, 1974 
through February, 1976, when bottlers were 
worried about sales decllnes resulting from 
sharply higher sugar prices. Fortunately, 
sugar prices declined, soft drink sales re
turned to previous levels, and strong spring 
and summer delivery-equipment orders kept 
Fiscal Year 1975 from being a disaster in the 
beverage body and trailer industry. Nonethe
less, soft-drink route bodies and trailers de
livered in 1975 were still down by 20 per
cent from the previous year. A softening of 
sales is now being felt in the beverage body 
and trailer industry because of anxiety over 
a possible unfavorable outcome in the FTC 
case. 

SUMMARY 

The present system of route delivery of 
soft drinks evolved over many years of trial 
and error as the most emcient and economical 
means of delivering the greatest volume of 
soft drinks to the consuming public. It 
evolved without any government interference 
and in full public view. The system resulted 
in a great number of independent local in
dustries-the local soft drink bottlers. Many 
of these a.re now third-generation family 
businesses. 

The system also gave birth to a. great num
ber of small peripheral industries, such as 
the beverage truck body and trailer industry, 
which specialized in serving the local bottler. 
Neither the soft drink industry nor the 
truck body and trailer industry have enjoyed 
special favorable tax treatment; in fact, the 
reverse is true. Soft drinks have been singled 
out for discriminatory taxes in several states, 
and the truck body and trailer industry 1s 
almost the last industry in America subject 
to the Federal Manufacturer's Excise Tax. 

The Federal Trade Commission proposes, 
by the stroke of a pen, to totally restructure 

the soft drink industry. This restructuring 
would greatly favor the large bottlers and 
virtually eliminate many small bottlers. 
The new structure would have less com
petition which, in the long run, would lead 
to higher soft drink prices to the a. vera.ge 
consumer. 

The peripheral industries which have de
veloped to serve the soft drink industry, 
such as the beverage truck body and trailer 
industry, would be fa.r more adversely 
affected by the restructuring. It is probable 
that most companies in this industry w111 
be driven out of business. These companies 
are, for the most part, small, independent 
family businesses. Here again, the benefici
aries wlll be a. few large trailer manufactur
ers. The level of competition in the truck 
body and traller industry wm be reduced, 
with eventual higher prices in that in
dustry also. 

The Federal Trade Commission apparently 
believed that its action would enhance com
petition in the soft drink industry. Not only 
do we believe the reverse wlll be true, but it 
is clear that competition wlll also be reduced 
in the peripheral industries, such as the 
beverage truck body and trailer industry. 

A decision of this magnitude, affecting 
several industries, should not be made by a 
Federal Commission but, instead, should be 
made by the Congress.e 

HARASSMENT OF CZECH 
DISSIDENTS 

e Mr. ZORINSKY. Mr. President, I 
would like to address an issue today 
which should be of great concern to 
free people everywhere: harassment of 
Czech dissidents. The Czechoslovakian 
Government recently arrested 10 mem
bers of the Committee for the Defense 
of the Unjustly Persecuted, which was 
formed to monitor Czech compliance 
with the Helsinki accords. 

All 10 of those arrested have been 
charged with subversion, and could face 
prison terms of up to 10 years. Among 
those arrested is Vaclav Havel, a prom
inent playwright and one of the main 
authors of 77 Charter, which is the man
ifesto of the Committee. Another prom
inent signer of the charter, Mrs. Zdena 
Tominova·, was beaten as she entered 
her home by men wearing masks. 

Most of the nearly 1,000 Czech citi
zens who signed the charter have been 
subjected to government harassment. 
Nearly 40 are in prison, where many re
ceive inadequate medical care, about 16 
have been forced to emigrate, and count
less others have been fired from their 
jobs or have had difficulties finding 
apartments. 

Mr. President, I commend the admin
istration for taking steps to protect the 
Czech Government's actions. Mr. George 
Vest, Assistant Secretary of State for 
European Affairs, and Mr. Frank Mee
han, our ambassador to Czechoslovakia, 
officially protested the Czech Govern
ment's actions in the name of the Hel
sinki accords and in the interest of 
improved bilateral relations between 
Czechoslovakia and the United States. 

I hope that Czechoslovakia will take 
steps to improve its position as one of 
the most repressive regimes in Eastern 
Europe, and begin to treat with seri
ousness its international and humani
tarian obligations.• 
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A 120-DAY STUDYOFMOBll..IZATION 

CAPABn.ITY 
• Mr. COHEN . . Mr. President, the legis
lation we are introducing today provides 
the most positive, responsible course of 
action we can take as we seek to insure 
that our Nation will have the most ef
fective possible mobilization capability 
in time of emergency. 

It is imperative that we in Congress 
get a full accounting in this critical area 
before we make the important decisions 
that need to be made. Our proposal 
would direct the President to report to 
the Armed Services COmmittees of the 
House and Senate, within 120 days of en
actment of this measure, on the Nation's 
manpower needs and mobiliz-a.tion capa
bility. The report would include: 

First. An assessment of the ability of 
the Selective Service System to meet the 
military manpower requirements of the 
United States in the event of national 
emergency. 

Second. An evaluation of the current 
capability of the armed forces of the 
United St-a.tes to meet the equipment, 
clothing, living quarters and training 
personnel needs that would be required 
in the event of a total or partial mobil
ization of the armed forces. 

Third. Such recommendations for leg
islation as the President considers nec
essary to provide an effective and equi
table military manpower mobilization 
capability. 

As the question of selective service reg
istration is debated, I am deeply con
cerned about the many unanswered 
questions that rem-a.in on this issue. 
Throughout the hearings of the Armed 
Services Committee's Manpower and 
Personnel Subcommittee, I have pressed 
witnesses on their evaluation of our de
fense capability and of the Nation's ca
pability to mobilize quickly in time of 
emergency. Responses have been con
flicting, and they have lacked any firm 
information which would lead to the 
conclusion that registration would in any 
way speed the delivery of battlefield re
placements if war were to break out. 

I wrote both the Secretary of Defense 
and the director of the Selective Service 
System to ask their position on registra
tion. Both told me they neither need nor 
w-a.nt registration at this point. Both 
said Selective Service can meet DOD's 
most accelerated mobilization schedule 
with only a minor increase in funding 
and through improved computerization. 
Both recommended that step be taken 
before Congress moves toward registra
tion. 

Yet, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the ma
jority of the Armed Services Committee 
and others say registration is needed. In 
light of that sentiment, the unanswered 
questions, and the conflicting adminis
tration statements, it is my strong belief 
that the approach embodied in the legis
lation I am introducing with Senators 
DOLE, McGOVERN, and PROXMIRE is the 
most responsible one we can take. 
_ Before we can make a reasoned deci
sion, we need to find out just what the 
facts are. The kind of report required in 
this legislation will provide the answers 
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that are so essential if we are to make an 
informed decision based on a full under
standing of our mobilization needs and 
the ability of Selective Service and 
DOD's training base to meet the Nation's 
needs in time of emergency. It is the 
single best step we can take at this 
point.• 

A PLEA FOR HUBER MATOS 
e Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, just 
2 months ago today I joined with 40 
other Members of the Senate-among 
whom were leaders of both parties and 
representatives of a full range of politi
cal views-in writing to President Carter 
to ask him to make a "clear public state
ment" of the concern of the U.S. Govern
ment for the well-being of Mr. Huber 
Matos, a distinguished Cuban democrat 
held prisoner by the Castro government. 
The administration has yet to make such 
a statement. Meanwhile, fear for Mr. 
Matos' well-being continues to grow. To
day the Washington Post carried a mov
ing plea by Mr. Matos' wife, Maria 
Luisa Matos, for support from the Amer
ican public for the cause of her husband 
and the other Cuban patriots and dis
senters who now endure political im
prisonment in the jails of the Castro 
dictatorship. I ask that Mrs. Matos' 
statement be printed in the RECORD. 

The statement follows: 
A PLEA FOR HUBER MATOS 

(By Maria Luisa Matos) 
My husband, Huber Matos, has been a po

litical prisoner in Cuba since 1959. He was 
sentenced to 20 years in prison merely be
cause he resigned his post as military gov
ernor of Cama.guey province and in an open 
letter cautioned Fidel Castro about the 
growing number o! Communist cadres in the 
Rebel Army. 

Huber has been the victim of countless 
abuses and hummations. During the last 19 
years, he was kept in solitary confinement 
!or periods of more than one year in the 
dungeons of the Cabana Fortress prison. Be
cause he refused to accept the government's 
"reeducation" indoctrination program tor 
political prisoners, he was forced to live com
pletely nude !or two years. In February 1970 
he was isolated in a dark cell with a sma.ll 
window covered with a heavy cloth, sewn to 
the bars. He was not allowed visitors during 
seven years, until1977. 

During that period, whenever he would 
ask about family visits he was told that no 
one ha.d come. To his old and a1Ung !ather 
who several times made the long journey 
!rom Oriente province to try to see him, 
there has always been the same answer: "The 
prisoner does not wish to see anyone." 

Last September, Cuba's President Fidel 
Castro announced he was going to release 
3,600 political prisoners. Later Mr. Castro 
critici.zed the United States because the Jus
tice Department was dragging its teet in 
accepting the prisoners he wanted to release. 
Months ago, the Costa Rican government of
fered political asylum to 138 Cuban political 
prisoners. Costa Rica has announced it is 
wllling to send an airplane to Havana to 
pick them up. My husband is in this group, 
but until now the Cuban government has ig
nored the offer. 

Late in 1975, in a letter smuggled out o! 
prison my husband told me that he was 
"practically convinced that he was to spend 
his last days in prison." 

Journalists who repeatedly ask to see him 
have always been told that a meeting with 
him cannot be arranged. A letter signed by 
47 American senators in December 1977, 
asking for his release has not as yet been 
acknowledged. 

My son, Huber, Jr., lives in Costa Rica. 
He has been active in requesting many Latin 
Americans visiting Cuba to ask about his 
!ather. After receiving several threats tell
ing him to keep quiet, he was wounded in an 
attempt against his life in December 1976. 

My husband has difficulty moving his left 
arm, a.s a result of severe beatings several 
years ago. After denying him medical atten
tion during 19 years, the Cuban govern
ment now let him know that there is "some
thing wrong" with his kidneys a.nd his lungs. 
I do not want him to have any type of op
eration whlle in Cuba. 

In letters written in October and No
vember 1978, that reached the United States 
through clandestine channels, Huber writes: 
"I am convinced that Castro does not plan 
to let me go . . . Castro is attached to the 
idea that something will happen to me be
fore I can leave Cuba. .... The hate that 
Castro !eels !or me . . . can be measured by 
what he has been doing and continues to 
do to my aged !ather a.nd my poor sister. 
Both of them are 111 and helpless creatures 
who for years needed to leave, who are alone 
here, lacking medicine, food and care, and 
yet he keeps them as hostages here." 

The revolution, it is said, is consolidated. 
Castro says that the revolution is a proce$s 
determined by historical forces, not by men. 

It the revolution is consolidated and men 
cannot deflect the course of history, then 
no useful purpose is served by continuing 
to detain prisoners who have spent one third 
ot their lives behind bars. 

My husband's case is not unique. Many 
other revolutionary leaders who fought 
against the Batista. dictatorship are in sim
ilar situations. There are also labor leaders, 
writers and young people who refuse to serve 
in Africa. 

In their name, in the name of their fam
llles, in the name of my children and in my 
own name as wtle, I plead with those in 
Congress, the international organizations, 
the business and the academic communities 
who have friendly ties with Havana-to help 
me protect their lives and obtain their re
lease without further delay.e 

NICARAGUA 
e Mr. ZORINSKY. Mr. President, are
port carried in this morning's Washing
ton Post signals two dramatic diplomatic 
developments with respect to the ongoing 
crisis in Nicaragua. 

First, the Andean Pact nations
Bolivia, Colombia, Ecuador, Peru, and 
Venezuela-have apparently issued a 
formal declaration recognizing a state 
of belligerency in Nicaragua and plac
ing the Sandinista:-led opposition forces 
on a diplomatic par with government 
troops. According to the Post report this 
"opens the way for eventual recogn'ition 
should the guerrillas emerge as probable 
victors in the Nicaraguan civil war." 

Second, opposition forces announced 
yesterday the establishment of a repre
senta:tive five-member provisional gov
vernmental council. According to the 
Post article, the members include· 
Violeta Chamorro, widow of slain pub: 
Usher and long-time Somoza foe Pedro 
Joaquin Chamorro; Alfonso Robelo, a 
businessman leader of the moderate 
Broad Opposition Front; Sergio Ramirez, 
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an author and professor who is a mem
ber of the Sandinista-allied Group 12; 
Moises Hasan Morales, a teachers' union 
leader who represents the National 
Patriotic Front, a left-wing a;lternative 
to the Broad Front; and Daniel Ortega 
Saavedra, one of the original Sandinista 
leaders and a member of the nine-man 
guerrilla directorate. 

Mr. President, these developments are 
as dramatic as they are significant. I 
hope the Carter administration will 
recognize the importance of them and do 
what is necessary to support the initia·
tives of our friends in Latin America 
who are determined to eliminate the 
dictatorial rule imposed by the Somoza 
government. These initiatives can help 
pave the way for a democratic solution 
to the present Nicaraguan crisis. As I 
have said previously further delays can 
only enhance the chances for an ex
tremist political solution. The only real 
hope for avoiding this kind of solution is 
to make it abundantly clear to Somoza 
that it is all over and that he must de
part the scene. In this regard, we must 
not find ourselves once again in the dis
astrous position of "being a day late 
and a dollar short." 

Mr. President, I ask that the Washing
ton Post article of June 18 entitled, 
"Andean Nations Provide Sandinistas a 
Diplomatic Opening," be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The article follows: 
ANDEAN NATIONS PROVIDE SANDINISTAS A 

DIPLOMATIC OPENING 
(By Karen DeYoung) 

MANAGUA, NICARAGUA, June 17-President 
Anastasio Somoza's beleaguered government 
suffered a serious diplomatic setback this 
weekend when five South American nations 
recognized Sandinista guerrillas as members 
of a legitimate army eligible for "treatment 
and prerogatives" as a bell1gerent under in
ternational law. 

The statement issued by the foreign min
isters of Ecuador, Venezuela, Colombia, Bo
livia and Peru, all members of the Andean 
Pact economic group, essentially rejects 
Somoze.'s contention that the rebel forces 
are "international terrorists" and opens the 
way for eventual recognition should the 
guerrillas emerge as probable victors in the 
Nicaraguan civil war. 

Today one of the pact members, Ecuador, 
broke relations with Somoza's government. 
Costa Rica severed diplomatic ties last fall, 
followed by Mexico last month. 

Coinciding with the past statement yester
day, a 400-strong Sandlnlsta column crossed 
the Costa Rican border into Nicaragua and 
joined 300 guerrillas who invaded there 
Friday. 

The joint Sandlnista force is the largest 
yet assembled. National Guard troops de
fending the southern front reportedly have 
called for heavy reinforcements and addi
tional air support. 

The Sandinista force reportedly is led by 
Eden Pastora, the guerr1lla chief of mllltary 
operations who staged a successful raid on 
Manague.'s National Palace last August after 
which more than 1,000 hostages were ex
changed for jailed Sandintstas. 

A Costa Rican radio station quoted Pastora 
as vowing the rebel column would reach the 
departmental capital of Rivas wtthtn 48 
hours. In Rivas, 25 miles !rom the border, the 
Sandlnistas hope to establish a provisional 
government. 

Yesterday, Radio Sandtno, the clandestine 
guerrilla station, announced the names of a 
five-member "provisional governmental 
council." They include Violeta Chamorro, 

widow of slain publisher and long-time Som
oza foe Pedro Jaoquin Chamorro; Alfonso 
Robelo, a businessman leader of the moder
ate Broad Opposition Front; Sergio Ramirez, 
an author and professor who is a member of 
the Sandinista-allied Group of 12; Moises 
Hasan Morales, F. teachers union leader who 
represents the National Patriotic Front, a 
lett-wing alternative to the Broad Front; 
and Daniel Ortega Saavedra, one of the orig
inal Sandinista leaders and a member of the 
nine-man guerrilla directorate. 

The list is notable for its exclusion of the 
more doctrinaire Marxist Sandinista leaders 
and the inclusion of Robelo, a U.S.-favored 
left-centrist who has denounced the guer
rillas in the past. 

The Sandinistas, by announcing their po
tential government, clearly seek to build on 
the diplomatic initiative provided by such 
actions as that of the Andean Pact nations. 

In recognizing a "state of belligerency" in 
Nicaragua, the pact nations recognize the 
Sandinistas-led "popular forces" as diplo
matically equal to the government's National 
Guard. The statement opens the way for 
possible aid to the opposition government in 
an attempt to force Somoza Into a political 
solution. 

The move also complicates the posltlon of 
the United States, which has praised pre
vious Andean initiatives in the crisis but 
has consistently opposed a Sandlnista gov
ernment. The statement calls on "all coun
tries of the continent" to join in fac111tating 
"the installation of a truly representative, 
democratic regime, justice and Uberty In 
Nicaragua." 

Nicaragua has called for an emergency 
meeting of the Organization of American 
States, scheduled for Wednesday, to seek 
action against the Sandinlsta border cross
Ings. It ls uncertain whether the Andean 
nations can persuade a majority of the 25-
natlon body-which has rebuffed Nicaragua 
previously-to support its Initiative. Up to 
now, the OAS has also shown reluctance to 
sympathize openly with the left-wing revo
lutionaries and hence has been paralyzed. 

It also is uncertain whether the guerrillas 
can move north to Rivas and manage to 
hold on to territory they take. Repeated 
past attempts at a southern stronghold, in
cluding an unsuccessful invasion late last 
month, have been blocked by the National 
Guard, with guerrllla forces consistently 
driven back to their camps In Costa Rica. 

Reports from the south today indicated 
the Sandlnista force, which the government 
says ls armed with heavy weapons Including 
mortars bazookas and .50 caliber machine 
guns, have been at least temporarily stopped 
at Sapoa, barely four miles north of the 
border. 

This time, however, the rebels hope to 
gain an advantage as continuing battles in 
Managua and in Nicaragua's northern cities 
have spread government forces thin. 

The government today announced the Na
tional Guard evacuation of its garrison in 
Leon, the second largest city, 54 miles north 
of here. Although the Sandinistas have con
trolled the city for more than two weeks, 
government troops surrounded in the gar
rison in the city's center had managed to 
hold the rebels at bay. 

Late in the week, the government failed 
in an attempt to hellcopter supplles to the 
besieged troops and the commanding gen
eral, Gonzalo Evertz, reportedly was 
wounded. A government communique did 
not detail how the remaining troops were 
evacuated. 

Government rocket and ground force at
tacks on guerrllla strongholds in Managua 
barrios continued today, as the toll in 
civ111an lives and property mounted. 

The guerrillas now control much of the 
eastern part of Managua, including the main 
airport access road. Despite far superior 
National Guard firepower, the Sandlnlstas 

have been aided by strong civ111an support 
that enables them quickly to reconstruct 
barricades and easily retreat from National 
Guard onslaughts. 

In western barrios, where heavy fighting 
took place last week, Sandinlstra forces have 
now apparently evacuated to aid rebels in 
the eastern zone. Civ111an bodies Uttering 
the streets In the western part of the capital 
were gathered today by residents and burned 
in street-corner pyres.e 

A CRIME AGAINST HUMANITY 

• Mr. MOYNlliAN. Mr. President, in the 
past year or more we have been witness 
to the unfolding of one of the largest 
human tragedies of our era. The enor
mity of the su1Iering, despite the abund
ance of facts and figures we have to 
document it, strains our ability to com
prehend it some 10,000 miles away. I 
refer, of course, to the plight of those 
Southeast Asian refugees who have been 
forced out of their countries, and now, 
we learn, out of those camps where they 
have heretofore found temporary asy
lum. I am compelled to speak now be
cause the suffering has grown to the 
point where, if we have so far resisted 
the term "genocide" to describe the 
phenomenon, we have nonetheless come 
to grasp that this involves the deliberate 
and systematic destruction of an entire 
group of people. Those who previously 
found sufficient reason to either ignore or 
condone the violence now seem to con
cede the brutality of the forced expulsion 
of tens, even hundreds, of thousands into 
the seas and unreceptive neighboring 
lands, with the certain knowledge that 
only half of them, if that many, will 
survive. 

The press as lately come to draw the 
comparison between what is going on 
now in Southeast Asia and the enormous 
su1Iering of the Nazi holocaust. And yet 
I would argue that this comparison does 
not capture one particular quality of this 
current terror. For, while the campaign 
against the Jewish people of Europe 
relied chiefly on the propagation of 
a racial or ethnic hatred and intoler
ance, the savagery practiced by the pres
ent Vietnamese leadership, and by their 
proxies and puppets in Cambodia, has 
radically expanded the grounds for per
secution to the realm of ideas and politi
cal preferences. It is not just the ethnic 
Chinese who are being forced to flee; 
thousands who are not willing to give up 
their professions, their beliefs, their tra
ditions and families, who are not willing 
to be marched off, mute, to the so-called 
re-education camps are forced to risk 
death rather than surrender. 

Now systematic murder for the crime 
of intellectual heterodoxy is not some
thing unheard of to those who have 
studied the Stalinist purges and the 
course of "socialist construction" in 
those countries which have loyalty em
ployed the mechanisms of totalitarian 
rule. The spread· and consequences of 
such ideology in the twentieth century 
has been treated at length and with 
great intelligence in numerous other 
places. It comes to me to make but one 
further point. Totalitarian ideologies 
have masked and bred campaigns of 
mass suffering in the past. It is time we 
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recognized that such is the case pres
ently in Southeast Asia and that we 
have an obligation to speak out against 
it in the strongest terms. Further, we 
have an obligation, as we did some 40 
years ago, to do something real to relieve 
the suffering of the victims of this re
pression. 

I ask that Anthony Lewis' column in 
the New York Times of June 14 be print
ed in the RECORD. Mr. Lewis manages, as 
he so frequently does, to convey vividly 
the magnitude and substance of this 
tragedy. I also ask that two related 
pieces, by Christopher Dickey of the 
Washington Post and Henry K.amm of 
the New York Times, be included, to
gether with related material. 

The material follows: 
[From the New York Times, June 14, 1979] 

A CRIME AGAINST HUMANITY 
(By Anthony Lewis) 

BosTON, June 13.-"It is the greatest 
moral-polltic.a.l problem in the world today, 
and nearly everyone wants to look the other 
way." A high Unil1ied States official was talk
ing about the developing human disaster in 
Southeast Asia: the tidal wave of refugees 
from Communist Vietnam. 

The figures are staggering and getting 
worse. In March about 16,000 refugees from 
Vietna.m made it to other nearby countries, 
mostly on overloaded boats. In April the 
total was 26,000; in May 46,000. In the last 
week as many as 3,000 have reached Hong 
Kong .alone on a single day. 

Those are the people who made it. By some 
estimates, 100,000 who left Vietnam on 'boats 
did not; they drowned, or died of hunger or 
thirst or exposure. An International Red 
Cross official was reported this week to be
lieve tha.t 50 percent CY! the boat people have 
died at sea--and that the figure has gone up 
to 70 percent as more and more unsafe boats 
are used. 

Worse yet is the reason for the mass exo
dus, clear now from overwhelming evidence. 
The Vietnamese Government is calculatedly 
forcing out of the country those it thinks 
may be unreliable, may resist the remolding 
of society because of their middle-class out
look. And 80 percent of them at this point are 
from a. single ra.cial group: people of Chinese 
eX'tra.ction. 

"It is systematic persecution of people be
cause they are Ohinese and economically sus
pect," swys former senator Dick Clark of 
Iowa, who as ambassador at lal'lge now coor
dinates refugee .affairs in the State Depart
ment. · Persecution is a fa.ir word !or the 
tactics described by refugees in interviews 
with, among others, Henry Kamm a.nd Fox 
Butterfield of The New York Times. 

Tran Van Hong was a printer in Haiphong. 
This past winter, he said, he was dismissed 
from his jolb, detained by the security pollee 
and finally told tha.t he must either move to 
one Of Vietnam's new rural resettlement 
zones or leave the country. In either event 
he would forsake his trade, his property and 
his community. Ambassador Clark said this 
was the choice put generally to those who 
left. 

There was more pressure on Mr. Hong. The 
Chinese school his children attended was 
closed, and they were forbidden to go to .a. 
Vietnamese school. His wife lost her job in a 
garage. His Ohinese neighborhood had a cur
few imposed on it. The .family was deprived 
of its official ration of rice. 

In the end Mr. Hong decided he had to 
leave. The police arranged his passage on a 
fishing boat heading for Hong Kong. He paid 
the equivalent of $650 to a policeman for 
each member of his family. On the boat the 
police searched everyone for jewelry or other 
belongings. 

The last stage of Mr. Hong's story reflects 
perhaps the ugliest aspect of the Vietnamese 
expulsion campaign: that it is run for profit. 
The Hanoi authorities demand substantial 
payments from those they force to leace, in 
gold or in foreign currency balances sent by 
overseas Chinese in Hong Kong or elsewhere 
so relatives in Vietnam ca.n leave. The total 
reportedly remitted in April alone was $242 
million. 

The prospect for the refugees who live 
through their voyage is appalling. Already 
325,·300 including refugees from Laos, are 
lodged in dismal camps. There are stm 
thought to be a million ethnic Chinese in 
Vietnam, and Hanoi may well intend to force 
them all out. Where can such numbers go? 

In terms of permanent resettlement, the 
United States has taken by far the largest 
number: 210,000 to date, and now at the 
record rate of 7,000 a month. Secretary of 
State Vance and Attorney General Bell to
gether persuaded Congress to accept increas
ing numbers and to vote the necessary money. 
It is an honorable record, two-thirds of all 
those resettled, but it does not nearly xna.tch 
the need. 

The only other countries to have taken 
large numbers as permanent residents are 
France, with 50,000; Australia 20,000, and 
Canada 13,0CO. And the tiny colony of Hong 
Kong has let 15,000 settle. Countries with 
the abUlty to help that have done little or 
nothing include Brazil, Japan, Taiwan, South 
Korea. Britain, West Germany and others in 
Europe could do much more. 

But before settlement comes initial asylum, 
and that now presents heartbreaking diffi
culties. This week the foreign ministers of 
Indonesia and Malaysia said their countries 
would allow no Vietnamese even temporary 
asylum: would let no boats land. Thailand 
has a similar policy. In the last week it has 
forced 30,000 Cambodian refugees, some of 
them weeping and pleading, back across the 
border to their starving, war-swept land. 

Decency cries out for every country to do 
what it can. But humanitarianism is not 
enough. The time has come for the opinion 
of mankind to focus on the principal source 
of the misery: the Government of Vietnam. 
Hanoi just might care if its neighbors in 
Southeast Asia and the friends it prizes 
elsewhere-the Scandinavian countries, for 
example-condemned the racism and cruelty 
of a policy that sends hundreds of thousands 
of its citizens to rootless exile or death. 

[From the Washington Post, June 14, 1979] 
BOAT PEOPLE'S PLIGHT ·CoMPARED TO NAZI 

PURGE OF JEWS 
(By Christopher Dickey) 

Likening the current Indochinese refugee 
crisis to Germany's expulsion of Jews in the· 
1930s, a congressional subcommittee yester
day called for an immediate emergency ses
sion of the U.N. General Assembly to deal 
with the problem. 

At a hearing of the House Foreign Af
fairs subcommittee on Asia and the Pacific, 
subcommittee chairman Lester L. Wolff 
(D-N.Y.) called the present situation "a dis
aster which . . . threatens to explode in 
death for perhaps 500,000 men, women and 
children." 

Assistant Secretary of State for Pacific Af
fairs Richard c. Holbrooke, who testified 
before the subcommittee, said he agreed 
with the German analogy, and squarely 
placed the blame for the crisis on the Hanoi 
regime. 

"The Vietnamese government has em
barked on a. deliberate effort to rid itself 
of those elements of society which it con
siders undesirable," Holbrooke said in a. pre
pared statement. 

Holbrooke told the committee that in 1978 
the average monthly number of Indochinese 
who reached safe havens after fleeing their 

homelands by boat was 7,500. During the 
first quarter of 1979 that average rose to 
11,000 a month, he said. 

In April, according to Holbrooke, 34,000 
"boat people" reached temporary asylum, in 
Southeast Asia and in May the figure rose 
to 54:,912. These figures do not include, Hoi
brooke said, scores of thousands of Cambo
dians and Laotians who have fled to Thai
land, large numbers of refugees who are 
believed to have fled to China, or between 
30 and 60 percent of the boat people who 
are believed to have died in their efforts to 
escape Vietnam. 

There are now 330,000 Indochinese in 
Thailand, Malaysia, Indonesia, Hong Kong, 
Singapore and the Philippines, waiting for 
permanent resettlement in the West, ac
cording to the State Department. By Sep
tember that number is expected to reach 
more than half a million. But Thailand, the 
major recipient of refugees thus far, has 
refused to let any more boat people land, 
and has reportedly begun forcing some 80,000 
Cambodian refugees back across the border. 

Malaysia and Indonesia both announced 
this week that they would not accept any 
more refugees. If they hold to this position, 
refugees fleeing the communist countries of 
Indochina will have virtually no place to go. 

Vietnam has reportedly made clear its 
intention to force out as many as 1.2 mil
lion ethnic Chivese, who are considered by 
the Hanoi regime a dangerous "fifth col
umn" sympathetic to its enemies in Peking, 
according to State Department officials. 

Holbrooke, who was in China last week, 
said the Peking government informed him 
it had accepted 230,000 Vietnamese-Chinese 
refugees so far, amounting to about 10,000 
a month during the last five months. But 
he said there is no independent confirma
tion of these numbers, and some of the 
refugees may be sent to Hong Kong. 

Holbrooke strongly criticized Vietnam for 
its incursion into Cambodia, the source of 
many new refugees, and the related risk that 
the war there will spill into Thailand. Hoi
brooke deplored, as well, the increasing So
viet presence in Vietnam. 

The refugee crisis remains the most press
ing concern however. Secretary of State 
Cyrus Vance announced at a news confer
ence yesterday that it will be discussed with 
the Soviet Union at this weekend's Vienna 
summit. British Prime Minister Margaret 
Thatcher has called for an international 
conference on the issue. 

"Thirty thousand refugees xna.y have died 
already in the month of May," said one State 
Department official after the hearing. "Only 
10,000 refugees are being resettled by all the 
permanent asylum countries each month." 
(The United States takes 7,000.) 

"That means that each month about three 
days worth of arrivals in the first asylum 
countries are being taken off their hands," 
the official said. "Right now the situation is 
beyond the grasp of the international com
munity to cope." 

[From the New York Times, June 14, 1979] 

AT THAI CAMP, AN EXILE'S JOY TuRNS TO GRIEF 

(By Henry Kamm) 
BANGKOK, THAILAND, June 13.-The first 

good news that Kim Kok Hoa.l had received 
in more than four years reached him at his 
home in Paris last month. A Cambodian of 
Chinese origin, like himself, had discovered 
Mr. Kim's 18-year-old sister in a Thai border 
camp, where she had found refuge. 

On hearing the news, Mr. Kim flew to 
Bangkok on the first plane and reached the 
Nongchan camp, an open field three hours' 
drive from here, the following morning. It 
was not easy to find his sister among the 
30,000 refugees huddled under low tents, but 
he did. 

Today, however, Mr. Kim, a. frail 26-yea.r
old employee in an import concern, 1s sha.t-
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tered and constantly on the edge of tears. 
His sister, whom he had left in Phnom Penh 
in 1970 when he was 17 years old and she 9, 
is one of more than 40,000 Cambodian refu
gees whom the Thai military authorities have 
forced at gunpoint to return to a country in 
which death may be a greater likelihood than 
survival. She was one of many hundreds, per
haps thousands, whose acceptance by a third 
country was a certainty and whom Thailand 
did not allow to wait. 

Since Friday, the Cambodians have been 
taken from the camps in columns of buses to 
be pushed across the border in an area 
studded with mines and booby traps and 
empty of food. 

In a last act Monday, anguished refugee 
officials from the United States, France and 
Australia made a selection that reminded 
them of the harrowing scenes of the arrival 
of victims in German extermination camps 
in World War II. 

,with about 5,500 Cambodian men, women 
and children assembled before them, the offi
cials called off names on a list they had com
piled of refugees with family or other links 
in one of their three countries. Those on 
the list were put in 22 buses and taken to a 
transit camp on their way to a new life. 

About 4,000 had waited in vain; their 
names were on no list. Immediately after the 
departure of the last bus, a new column of 
buse~. this time belonging to the Thai mili
tary, drew up. Without the calling of a roll, 
all . who remained were herded aboard by 
armed soldiers and taken on the long drive 
back to Cambodia. 

QUESTION ALL DREAD TO ASK 
When Mr. Kim and his sister met at the 

camp, he recalled yesterday, they were both 
virtually in a state of shock. The sister al
most fainted. "There was a terrible coldness 
in her eyes, and they were deep, very deep," 
he said. 

Another sister, who had come from Hong 
Kong, could not release her from her emb-race 
or else she would have fallen. 

Then Mr. Kim and his sister from Hong 
Kong asked the question they dreaded to 
ask: "Where are our parents, and where is 
our other sister?" All Cambodians in exile 
have been asking similar questions since the 
Communist victory in April1975 cut off com
munications with Cambodia. 

Mr. Kim's sister hesitated before replying. 
"Our father died in December, 1975, a few 
months after we stopped walking," she said. 
Like all Cambodians, the members of the 
Kim family were driven from their home 
and marched into the countryside to join 
working communes. 

"He died of diarrhea," Mr. Kim continued. 
"My sister told us she washed his body, rolled 
it into a mat and buried him by herself. He 
was as thin as a sheet of paper from hunger 
and 1llness. She said he cried in pain for 
hours before he died." 

"Then my mother's mother died," Mr. Kini 
continued, "and my sister buried her. She 
was old and very sick." 

In September 1976 their mother died, also 
of diarrhea, the woman told her brother and 
sister. Many reports of c~olera and typhoid 
epidemics came from Cambodia during those 
years, and diarrhea was the symptoms noted 
in countless accounts by refugees. 

"My mother was a strong woman physi
cally, but my sister said at her death she 
weighed about 30 kilograms," Mr. Kim said, 
his voice fiat. Thirty kilograms is about 66 
pounds. 

"She died on the floor, in a straw hut," 
Mr. Kim went on. "Her last words to my sis
ter were : 'You must survive and try to re
Join our family.' 

"Two months later, at the end of Novem
ber, my smallest sister, less than a year 
younger than the other, died and for the 
fourth time, my sister had to bury one of our 
family. 

"The two youngest sisters were always the 
best in their class at the Lycee Descartes. 
The girls were so hungry that the younger 
one went into the fields to look for crickets. 
She ate them. She got the same illness at 
home when we used to play with crickets. 

"Then my sister was all alone in north
western Cambodia. She was 15 years old and 
indescribably sad." 

BEFRIENDED BY CHINESE FAMILY 
Mr. Kim went on to tell how the sister was 

tefriended by a family of ethnic Chinese. 
She was ill and hungry. The mother asked 
her to stay with them and marry her son, 
who was three years older. The sister asked 
her first to find medicines to cure her. The 
family exchanged some of their remaining 
valuables for traditional medicines, and the 
sister recovered. The two young people were 
married without sanction. 

When the Vietnamese invasion earlier this 
year brought down the regime of Prime Min
ister Pol Pot, the family gathered what sav
ings in gold they had left and bribed Viet
namese soldiers to let the couple walk to 
the Thai border. 

The young people reached the Nongchan 
camp on May 15, and the woman's brother 
and sister met her on June 1. Mr. Kim 
rushed back to Bangkok and obtained the 
agreement of the French Embassy to accept 
the couple as refugees. The office of the 
United Nations High Commissioner for Ref
ugees here added their names to a list of 
refugees submitted to the Thai authori
ties for release to a transit camp in Bang
kok to await departure for France. 

"I thought all had been done," Mr. Kim 
said. "It was my joy." 

He left with his other sister for Hong 
King to visit his father's 80-year-old mother, 
who arrived a month ago in a small boat that 
had escaped from Vietnam. On Monday he 
returned and called the United Nations of
fice for news of his sister only to find that 
she had been forced back into Cambodia 
with thousands of other refugees. 

The Nongchan camp stands empty now, 
and so do almost all the other spots in which 
Cambodian refugees were encamped. How
ever, south of the camp, thousands of heav
ily armed soldiers of the fallen Pol Pot re
gime squat on the Thai side of the border 
keeping under their harsh control about 30,~ 
000 of their dependents and unwilling civil
ians. Thailand has not yet found a way of 
making them return. 

The protests, cries and sobs of the refugees 
forced to return to Cambodia remain in the 
ears of those who could no longer help. 

(From the New York Times, June 17, 1979] 
U.S. ASKS IF PEKING WILL TAKE REFUGEES; 

ITS REACTION Is COOL 
(By Bernard Gwertzman) 

WASHINGTON, June 16.-China, contending 
that Lt has already accepted more than 200,-
000 refugees, has reacted coaly to an Ameri
can appeal that it play a larger role for 
providing sa.ofe haven for the new wave of 
ethnic Chinese who have recently been 
forced to flee Vietnam, according to Admin
istra.tion officials. 

Because of the magnitude of the problem, 
the Carter Administration turned to China 
in an effort to cope with the flow. More than 
60,000 refugees arrived in Southeast Asian 
countries last month alone. 

The issue has been aggravated by the re
Ce'Ilt actions of Malaysia, Indonesia and 
Thailand in announcing that they would 
take no more refugees. The United States has 
been accepting about 7 ,000 a month from 
Indochina, but officials said tha.t this was 
just a small part of the total flow. 

The principal Und.ted Nations refugee of
ficial in Malaysia said today that he had 
been assured thBit Malaysia did not actually 
intend to shoot newly 84"I'iving Vietnamese 

refugees or push those already in the coun
try back out to sea, as the country's Deputy 
Prime Minister threa..tened yesterday to do. 

MORAL OUTRAGE AND FRUSTRATION 
Officials dealing with refugee affairs speak 

these days with a mixture of moral outrage 
and frustration at the unwi111ngness of most 
countries to take many refugees, and at their 
own ina.b111ty to come up w1ith a program to 
ease the crisis. Japan, for instance, is re
peatedly criticized within the Administra
tion for refusing ·to accept more than 500 
refugees. 

Because of China's size, and the fact that 
about 90 percent of the "boat people" are 
ethnic Chinese being forced to leave Viet
nam, several officials in the Administration 
drafted recommenda.tions urging that Peking 
be called on to join the international effort 
and absorb most of the refugees. 

Moreover, these officials contended private
ly that Vietnam was probabl'Y expelling the 
Chinese because of the recent Chinese inva
sion of Vietna.m, an action taken by China 
to teach Vietnam a "lesson" for its attack on 
Cambodia. Therefore, they assert, even 
though Vietnam should be condemned for 
driving the Chinese out of the cou'llltry and 
forcing them to pay bribes to leave, the Chi
nese should be asked to share the respon
sibility. 

Richard C. Holbrooke, Assistant Secretary 
of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs, 
raised the question with Chinese officials 
during a recent visit and was told that China 
had already taken more than 200,000 ref
ugees and was continuing to take as many as 
10,000 a month. 

However, almost all the refugees to which 
the Chinese were believed to be referring 
were given sanctuary last year, after Viet
nam confiscated the property of ethnic 
Chinese in that country, prompting them 
to flee across the border into Chinese ter
ritory. The Chinese assertions cannot be 
verified because China has refused to take 
part in the United Nations refugee efforts, 
and boycotted a major meeting last year in 
Geneva. 

Deputy Secretary of State Warren M. 
Christopher forcefully raised the matter with 
Ambassador Chai Zemin of China late last 
month, but received no satisfaction. Accord
ing to officials, Ambassador Chai said that the 
climate in China was "too cold" for the ref
ugees, and he proposed that more efforts be 
made by the United States to find homes 
for them in Southeast Asia. 

Officials were uncertain why the Chinese, 
after taking many refugees last year, have 
since declined to become involved with the 
grave human crisis in the region. American 
officials estimate that for every refugee who 
reaches safe haven, another drowns.--

CHINESE SPEAK OF OVERCROWDING 
Chinese authorities have suggested that 

China was already overcrowded and could 
not absorb the one million ethnic Chinese 
still in Vietnam. Some American officials said 
that the Chinese may feel uncomfortable 
with a large influx of southerns, who have 
no direct roots in China and many of whom 
would prefer to live in capitalist societies 
such as existed in the former South Vietnam. 

Besides being annoyed at China '"s appar
ent indifference to the plight of the ethnic 
Chinese, American officials also declared that 
China was at least partially responsible for 
the sharp increase of refugees in Hong Kong. 
Last month alone, 21,000 arrived there by 
boat, more than have landed anywhere else 
in the region. 

Until now, the major United States con
cern has been to get financing for an in-
crease in thJ number of refugees allowed 
into the United States, and to house them 
1n camps in Asia. Because of the decision 
by the key southeast Asian countries to 
curtail the admission of refugees, an ur-
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gent effort has emerged here to come up 
with a. new solution. 

[From the New York Times, June 17, 1979] 
GROWING REFuGEE PROBLEM STRAINING 

RECEIVING NATIONS 
(By B. Drummond Ayers, Jr.) 

WASHINGTON, JUNE 16.-80 many refu
gees are now fleeing Indochina. that the exo
dus has become one of the most serious and 
tragic since World War II, a. human and 
logistical problem that is severely straining 
the patience and resources of sympathetic 
nations. 

Within the last month, according to some 
State Department calculations, the number 
of people fleeing Vietnam, Cambodia. and Laos 
has increased to almost 10 times what it was 
a. year ago. By these calculations, the situa
tion has reached a. point where there are 
about 300,000 men, women and children 
jammed into crude, makeshift camps in 
Thailand, Malaysia., Indochina., Hong Kong 
and other countries of Southeast Asia. 

Many of the refugees are ethnic Chinese, 
the majority of them shopkeepers and busi
nessmen who had dim futures in a Commu
nist society. Refugees in Hong Kong have said 
pressure had been applied on them to leave, 
and many said they had bought their way 
out. 

But for others, the only way to leave is by 
clandestine means. No one knows how many 
such attempts have ended in death or im
prisonment. The figure appears to be high, 
particularly for those who have tried to get 
away by boat. 

REFUGEES ALSO ESCAPE ON FOOT 
When they cannot find enough flimsy boats 

to brave the South China Sea and the Gulf 
of Siam, they leave by foot, working their 
way across paddies and through mountain 
passes, slipping past mines and patrols, all in 
the hope that at the end of the trek they will 
find food and shelter in a rude camp and, 
eventually, a permanent home in another 
country. 

Thailand, overwhelmed by this growing in
flux, has begun turning away the refugees 
and even shipping thousands back, particu
larly recent arrivals from Cambodia. There 
were reports yesterday that Malaysia would 
accept no more refugees, would shoot those 
who tried to land without permission and 
would expel those already in its camps. Al
though it appeared today that the reports 
were exaggerate, the Malaysians have made 
their point. In addition, Indonesia says it 
can take no more, and Hong Kong is begin
ning to balk. 

"The scope of what's happening is so Im
mense that people just can't seem to grasp 
it," said Patricia M. Derian, Assistant Secre
tary of State for Human Rights and Human
itarian Affairs. "The flow is tremendous, at 
least a million people in five years. The trag
edy is even bigger; people starving, drown
ing, being shot, people without hope and 
without a future. Something has got to be 
done." 

CARTER TO RAISE ISSUE IN VIENNA 
President Carter plans to discuss t.he prob

lem with Leonid I. Brezhnev, the Soviet lead
er, during their meeting this weekend in Vi
enna. Some members of Conness, as well as 
Margaret Thatcher, the British Prime Minis
ter, want to convene another international 
conference on the refugees. Representatives 
Lester L. Wolff of New York, the chairman of 
the House Foreign Affairs Subcommittee on 
Asia and the Pacific, said this week that the 
current refugee situation was "a disaster 
that threatens to explode in death !or per
haps halt a million men, women and 
children." 

The United States has also made diplo
matic approaches to some European and Lat
in American countries, which with few ex
ceptions have so far accepted only small 

numbers of the refugees. Pope John Paul II 
has been urged through indirect diplomatic 
channels to take part in efforts to find 
homes for them. 

It is difficult to say how much influence 
the United States can bring to bear on the 
problem. Most refugee camps and resettle
ment programs are run by the United Na
tions, but the United States contributes 
about half the money used to operate the 
camps and programs, and is the leading 
resettlement country. 

In the last five years, about 500,000 Indo
chinese refugees have found permanent 
homes around the world. Besides the 200,000 
China says it has taken in, the United States 
has accepted about 200,000, at the rate of 
7,000 a month. France, Australia, Canada and 
Hong Kong account for most o! the remain
ing 100,000. 

While United States officials are disturbed 
about the recent expulsions from Thailand 
and Indochina, they express some under
standing of the frustrations of those nations. 
"These countries have been very good about 
this up to now," a State Department official 
said privately today. 

There are about 160,000 refugees in Thai
land, 75,000 in Malaysia and 36,000 in Indo
nesia. Hong Kong, the most experienced ref
ugee center in Asia, has about 43,000.e 

S. 1331-EMERGENCY FUEL 
ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1979 

• Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, last week 
I introduced the Emergency Fuel As
sistance Act of 1979. Unfortunately, a 
copy of the text of this bill was not 
printed in the RECORD. 

Mr. President, I ask that the floor 
statement and the text of the bill be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The statement and bill follow: 
THE EMERGENCY FuEL ASSISTANCE ACT 

OF 1979 
Mr. President, today I am introducing 

legislation to make changes in the federally
funded fuel assistance programs for the 
elderly. 

For the past three years, Congress has ap
propriated funds to help senior citizens and 
other low-income families pay for unusually 
high home heating bills. The purpose of 
this program is to ensure that senior citizens 
and families would not have their electricity 
or home heating fuel shut off because they 
could not raise the money to pay for basic 
utllities. In many areas of the country, severe 
winters and rapidly rising util1ty and fuel 
prices have driven fuel bills up to high that 
it is impossible for senior citizens to pay 
these bills. With the recent increases in 
OPEC oil prices this trend seems likely to 
continue. 

Unfortunately, the existing programs set 
up to aid these households have not achieved 
their goals. In each of the three years that 
the Community Services Administration has 
administered the program, the program has 
been operated differently. The result has been 
confusion among state and local agencies 
and inequitable treatment of recipients. 

Mr. President, I call to the attention of my 
colleagues a study which the General Ac
counting Office released on April 26, 1979 on 
the operation of federal fuel assistance 
programs. 

GAO found serious deficiencies in the op
eration of the fuel assistance program 1n 
many states. 

State plans for identifying priorities and 
methods of payment to recipients could not 
be effectively reviewed and approved by the 
Community Services Administration. Al
though it was the intent of Congress that 
funds allocated under the fuel assistance 

program be targeted to the elderly and fam
ilies of greatest need, many states did not 
develop effective plans for targeting assist
ance to these groups. 

Eight states had no priority plans for dis
tributing assistance to recipients. Some 
states distributed assistance to elderly only; 
other states distributed assistance on a first
come, first-serve basis, regardless of age; 
and still other states placed specific exclu
sions of limitations on payments to recip
ients. Some states only paid households who 
had outstanding, unpaid fuel bllls while 
denying aid to persons who at great per
sonal sacrifice and expense paid their bills. 

Of the $200 In1llion appropriated by Con
gress for the Special Crisis Intervention 
Program during fiscal year 1977 over $36 mil
lion had to be returned to the federal gov
ernment because it could not be used. How
ever, on September 27, 1978 a U.S. District 
Court ruled that CSA's adrnlnistrative pro
cedures had excluded certain eligible pro
gram participants and ordered CSA to real
locate any remaining funds to the states for 
distribution. Now as we enter the third year 
of operation of this program, there are stlll 
major problems remaining in the adrninis
tration of this program. 

In their report, the GAO made the follow
ing recommendations: 

(1) That the type of energy emergencies 
treated under this program be better iden
tified. 

(2) Development of criteria for state and 
local programs to use in directing funds to 
individuals in the greatest need. 

(3) A requirement that local projects pri
orities individual applications by the cri
teria identified above. 

(4) Established specific procedures !or re
gions to follow in assuring the program in
tegrity within each state. 

( 5) Provide guidance for uniform review 
and approval of all State plans and programs. 

President Carter proposed moving the 
fuel assistance programs from CSA to the 
Department of Health, Education and Wel
fare's program of emergency assistance to 
needy families. However, because of defects 
in the HEW program, GAO recommended 
that Congress not transfer this program 
until these problems are resolved. 

Mr. President, I believe the legislation 
which I am introducing today makes prog
ress towards solving the problems identified 
by GAO in existing fuel assistance programs. 

My legislation would: 
Transfer administrative responsibility for 

this program from CSA to the Federal Emer
gency Management Agency. 

Target fuel assistance to elderly house
holds who are eligible for food stamp assist
ance and who directly purchase their home 
heating fuel. 

Require that the program be operated by 
State Food Stamp Agencies. Assistance to 
households would be administered in the 
form of energy stamps which could be used 
to pay outstanding, unpaid fuel bills or 
could be used as a credit against future fuel 
bllls if the person has already paid their 
fuel bills. 

Improves program- integrity by requiring 
recipients to submit documentation to the 
administering agency at the time of food 
stamp recertification. Program checks and 
individual audits would be conducted in the 
same manner as _the food stamp program is 
presently operated. 

Provide criminal penalties for persons who 
abuse the program. 

By reorganizing this program I believe that 
it will be possible to correct many of the 
adrnlnistrative problems which have plagued 
the program in the past. The legislation 
that I am offering today will tighten eligibil
ity criteria, improve program integrity and 
deliver assistance to eligible households in a 
fair and efficient manner. 

The President has proposed a. substantial 
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expansion of the federal fuel assistance pro
gram as part of his proposed gasoline de
control plan. I support aiding our senior 
citizens in meeting legitimate fuel assist
ance needs. But we must also assure that 
the program works in a fair and efficient 
manner. I hope that my colleagues will give 
serious consideration to this legislation and 
I look forward to working with them on it. 

s . 1331 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this Act 
may be cited as the "Emergency Fuel Assist
ance Act of 1979" . 

FINDINGS AND PURPOSE 

SEc. 2. (a) The Congress finds and declares 
that--

(1) unusually severe winters and the ac
tions of foreign governments have created 
energy emergencies in many American com
munities by raising the cost of, and creating 
a shortage of home heating fuels , and 

(2) senior citizens living on fixed incomes 
experience substantial economic hardships 
which may significantly affect their health 
and well-being. 

(b) It is the purpose of this Act to estab
lish a program to alleviate energy emer
gencies by providing assistance to senior citi
zens in the form of energy coupons. 

DEFINITIONS 

SEc. 3. As used in this Act the terms-
(1) "heating fuel" means electricity, oil, 

gas, coal, or any other fuel if used by a 
household as the primary source for heating 
a dwelling; 

( 2) "Director" means the Director of the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency; 

(3) "State agency" means the unit of State 
government which was established for the 
purpose of administering assistance under 
the Food Stamp Act of 1964; 

(4) "household" means (a) any group of 
related individuals who are living together 
as one economic unit for whom heating fuel 
is customarily purchased in common, and 
that the head of such a unit is aged 65 years 
or older, (b) any individual living alone aged 
65 years or older who purchases heating fuel 
directly; 

(5) "coupon" and "stamp" means any 
coupon, stamp or certificate issued pursuant 
to provisions of this Act; 

(6) "retail heating fuel outlet" means any 
establishment, including a recognized de
partment thereof, which sells heating fuel 
for consumption by households; 

(7) "wholesale heating fuel outlet" means 
any establishment including a recognized 
department thereof, which sells heating fuel 
to retail heating fuel outlets for resale for 
consumption by households; 

(8) "sub-state area" means any county or 
group of counties which comprise part of a 
State; 

(9) "State" means any State of the United 
States, the District of Columbia., the Com
monwealth of Puerto Rico, and the Virgin 
Islands; 

(10) !'bank" means any member or non
member bank of the Federal reserve system; 
and 

( 11) "vendor" means any person, partner
ship, corporation, organization, political sub
division, or other entity with which a. State 
agency has contracted for, or to which Lt. has 
delegated adminLstrative respons1b111ty in 
connection with the issuance of coupons to 
households. 

DECLARATION OF AN ENERGY EMERGENCY 

SEc. 4. (a) Funds shall be made available 
to State agencies to provide assistance under 
this Act when the Director finds that an 
energy emergency exists in any State or sub
state area. For the purposes of this Act a.n 
"energy emergency" means that--

( 1) there is within a State a shortage or 
unava.ilab111ty of normal healting fuels on a 
temporary or permanent ba.slc to low-income 
households, causing extraordinary expense; 

(2) there has been within the State of a 
sub-state area. an increase of 20 percent or 
more in the price of a major fuel or utility 
service since May 1 of the previous year; 

(3) the Sta.te or area within the State is 
experiencing excessively cold weather that 
represents both a cumulative total of popula
tion-weighted heating degree days higher 
than the norina.l cumulative total for that 
date, and at least 600 heating degree days 
for the month or the 4-week period for which 
assistance is requested; or 

(4) a specified area within a State is ex
periencing daily temperatures for 14 consec
utive days which compute to a.ny average of 
25 degrees Fahrenheit or less. 

(b) Where the Governor declares that a 
winter-related energy emergency exists and 
that substantial State funds are made avail
able to provide emergency fuel assistance to 
fixed-income households. 

ALLOCATION OF FUNDS 

SE:::. 5. (a) Upon finding than an energy 
emergency exists in any State or sub-state 
area, the Director shall make available (to 
the extent that funds are available under 
appropriations authorized by this Act) to the 
State agency all or any portion of the funds 
allocated to the State. 

(b) The Director shall allocate funds to 
each State by determining the--

(1) population-weighted heating degrees 
days based on historical heating degree day 
trends; and 

(2) numbers of households in each State 
or sub-State area who are eligible for assist
ance under this Act. 

ELIGIBILITY STANDARDS 

SEc. 6. (a) Participation in the program 
shall be limited to households as defined in 
this Act and which are eligible for benefits 
under the Food Stamp Act of 1964. 

(b) Households applying for benefits 
under this Act have been eligible for assist
ance under the Food Stamp Act of 1964 for 
at least 1 month prior to application for 
emergency fuel assistance benefits under this 
Act. 

(c) Each household participating in the 
program shall submit to the State agency 
proof that the household does purchase 
heating fuels. 

(d) Coupons received by eligible house
holds shall be used to purchase heating fuel 
only from a retail heating fuel outlet par
ticipating in the fuel assistance program. 

(e) The value of any fuel assistance pro
vided to an eligible household under this Act 
shall not be considered income or resources 
for any purpose under any Federal or State 
law, including any law relating to taxation 
public assistance or welfare program. 

ADMINISTRATION OF FUNDS 

SEc. 7. (a) The Director of the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency shall con
tract with each State agency to administer 
and distribute fuel assistance to low-income, 
elderly households who meet eligib111ty 
standards under section 6. 

(b) The Director shall establish criteria 
to determine the level of and the manner 
in which assistance may be delivered to eli
gible households. Fuel assistance shall be 
Ina.de available to ellglble households for re
payment of outstanding unpaid fuel bllls or 
may be used as a credit against future fuel 
bllls. 

(c) If any funds appropriated pursuant 
to authorizations under this Act are unallo
cated after May 31 of any calendar year be
cause a State was not eligible for assistance 
under this Act, or if a Stat-e agency has not 
distributed all funds allocated to it by such 
date, the Director may reallocate such funds 
to eligi,ble States or sub-state areas in ac-

cordance with the formula described in sec
tion 5. 

t<1) (1) Any State agency wishing to partic
ipate in the fuel assistance program shall 
notify the Director of their desire to do so 
and shall submit a plan of operation to the 
Director for approval. 

(2) The Director shall approve any State 
agency plan which provides-

(A) the number of eligible households par
ticipating in the Food Stamp Act of 1964 
during the preceding 12-month period; 

(B) a plan to inform eligible households 
and heating fuel outlets as to the avail
ab111ty, rules, regulations and benefits of the 
fuel assistance program; and 

(C) that the State agency keep a strict 
and accurate accounting of all transactions 
made pursuant to this Act. 

( 3) If the Director determines that in the 
administration of the program there is sub
stantial failure by a State agency to comply 
with provisions of this Act or with the op
eration plan submitted by such agency, the 
Director shall inform such State agency and 
provide a reasonable period of time for the 
correction of such failure. Upon the expira
tion of such period the Director shall order 
that further distribution of fuel assistance 
in the area serviced by such agency shall 
cease until such time as satisfactory correc
tive action has been taken. 

(4) The Director shall reimburse a State 
agency for reasonable costs it incurs in ad
ministering the fuel assistance program. 
Such reimbursement shall be made upon 
terms and conditions prescribed by rule of 
the Director. 

(5) The Treasury of the United States
(A) shall finance the printing of fuel as

sistance stamps or coupons and the issuing 
of such stamps or coupons to State agencies; 
and 

(B) shall be obliged for payment at face 
value of fuel assistance coupons to persons 
redeeming such coupons in accordance with 
the provisions of this Act. 

PRINTING AND REDEMPTION OF COUPONS 

SEc. 8. (a) Fuel assistance coupons shall 
be printed in denominations as determined 
by the Director and shall be issued by a 
State agency only to households which have 
been certified as eligible to participate in the 
fuel assistance prograxns. 

(b) The Director shall by regulation de
velop appropriate procedures for determin
ing the issuance, distribution and redemp
tion of fuel assistance coupons to house
holds and vendors. To the maximum extent 
practicable procedures described in the pre
ceding sentence shall be similar to pro
cedures under the Food Stamp Act of 1964. 

(c) The Director shall by regulation pre
scribe appropriate procedures for delivery 
of fuel ac:sistance coupons to vendors for the 
custody, handling and storage of fuel assist
ance coupons in the possession of vendors in 
order to secure such coupons against theft, 
embezzlement, fraud, misuse, loss or de
struction. 

(d) ( 1) Coupons accepted by any retail 
heating fuel outlet shall be redeemed 
through wholesale heating fuel outlets or 
banks with the cooperation of the Depart
ment of Treasury. 

(2) Coupons issued and used in accordance 
with the provisions of this Act shall be re
deemable at face value by the Director 
through the faci~ities of the Department of 
Treasury. 

CRIMINAL PENALTIES 

SEc. 9. (a) Whoever violates provisions of 
this Act or who knowingly provides false 
information in any report required under 
this Act shall be fined not more than $10,000 
or imprisoned not more than 5 years or both. 

(b) Whoever knowingly uses, transfers, 
acquires, alters, or possesses fuel assistance 



June 18, 1979 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 15273 
stamps in any manner not authorl.zed by 
this Act--

( 1) shall if the total value of such coupons 
is $100 or more, be fined not more than 
$10,000 or imprisoned for not more than 5 
years or both; or 

(2) shall if the total value of such coupons 
is less than $100, be fined not more tho.n 
$5,000 or imprisoned for not more than 1 
year, or both. 

REGULATIONS 

SEc. 10. {a) The Director shall issue such 
regulations as necessary or appropriate for 
carrying out the provisions of this Act. 

{b) The Director shall coordinate with the 
Secretary of Agriculture methods by which 
to implement provisions of this Act in con
junction with existing procedural require
":nents under the Food Stamp Act of 1964. 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

SEc. 11. (a) For the purpose of carrying 
out the provisions of this Act there are au
thorized to be appropriat~ $150,000,000 for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1980, 
$150,000,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1981, and $150,000,000 for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1982. 

{b) Allocations under section 5 of this Act 
shall be made only to the extent that appro
priations under this section are avallable.e 

DIRECT ELECTIONS 
o Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, as the con
stitutional amendment to abolish the 
electoral college and establish direct pop
ular election nears the floor of the Sen
ate, it seem appropriate that a statement 
be inserted in the RECORD which exem
plifies what many of us have thought 
about this issue for a long time. Just 
such a statement was made by John R. 
Lewis before the Judiciary Committee in 
April of this year. 

Mr. Lewis, presently the Associate Di
rector of Domestic and Anti-Poverty 
Programs of ACTION, has spent most of 
his life in the effort to bring all Ameri
can citizens into the political process, 
beginning with the civil rights movement 
in 1960. In part due to his efforts during 
the Selma march and other events in the 
civil rights movement, the Voting Rights 
Act of 1965 passed the U.S. Congress. As 
head of the Student Nonviolent Coordi
nating Committee for 5 years, Lewis 
worked to facilitate the implementation 
of that act. During this period, at the 
height of the voting rights struggle, he 
was arrested over 40 times. 

John Lewis sees direct election as a 
way to increase voting participation-an 
integral part of the constitutional prin
ciple of one-man, one-vote that cannot 
be comprised by considerations of self
advantage. Mr. President, I ask that Mr. 
Lewis' statement be printed in the REc
ORD. 

The statement follows: 
STATEMENT OF JOHN LEWIS 

Mr. Chairman, I am John Lewis, Associate 
Director of the omce of Domestic and Anti
Poverty Operations for ACTION, the Federal 
agency for voluntarism whose purpose is to 
strengthen the impact and appeal of citizen 
participation in programs providing person
alized services to people whose needs are 
compell1ng, both at home and abroad. 

I am pleased that this Administration has 
endorsed the constitutional amendment to 
establish direct popular election of the Pres
ident and Vice President. From my own per
sonal experience, I am convinced that direct 

election is the right way for Americans to 
elect their national leader, and that it is in 
the interest of all of us as citizens, now and 
for generations yet unborn. 

Perhaps I should give something in the 
way of my own background to explain my 
perspective on direct election. AB a partici
pant in the civil rights movement for the 
past twenty years, I am fortunate to have 
participated in a great movement for human 
rights--a movement which has removed 
many racial barriers in the South and 
throughout the country. 

I served from 1963 through 1966 as chair
man of the Student Nonviolent Coordinat· 
ing Committee. During that period, it was a 
great honor for me to participate with ap
proximately 600 courageous human beings, 
mostly women and young children, in an at
tempt to march from Selma to Montgomery 
in 1965 to dramatize the denial of the right 
to vote. It was a dark day for humanity when 
the Alabama Highway Patrol and Sheriff Jim 
Clark's posse set upon our orderly, peaceful 
march and viciously attacked us with horses, 
clubs, whips, cattle prodders, and tear gas. It 
was that single event, more than any other, 
which dramatized the necessity for the long
awaited and overdue Voting Rights Act. 

In 1970, I became the Director of the non
partisan Voter Education Project, a South
wide organization based in Atlanta, Georgia, 
where we devoted our time and energy to edu
cate and assist millions of minority voters 
to become registered under the protection of 
the Voting Rights Act. I devoted my time 
to this work until after the 1976 election, 
when southern black voters, for the first time 
in history, were able to claim a major role 
in the election of a United States President. 

Mr. Ohairman, it is important to realize 
that there has been a peaceful political revo
lution in the South, and that black voters 
now are active participants in our national 
political process. In 1960, there were only 
about a mlllion registered to vote in the 11 
states of the Deep South; there are now four 
mlllion. In 1960, there were fewer than 50 
black elected officials, now there are 2,733. In 
1960, any attempt by large numbers of blacks 
to register to vote, or to organize politically 
in any effective way, was met with violent 
resistance by whites; today, black political 
participation is an accepted reality. 

A few days before the 1963 March on Wash
ington, I saw a picture of Africans carrying a 
sign with tfhe words, "One Man, One Vote." 
I used those words in my speech to over a 
quarter of a mlllion people at that great 
March for Jobs and Freedom, when I said, 
"One Man, One Vote" is the African cry, it 
is ours too; it must be ours." These words be
came the slogan of the Student Nonviolent 
Coordinating Comxnlttee. "One man, one 
vote" was the fu"ldamental principle which 
was later guaranteed by the Voting Rights 
Act. 

It is based on the fundamental principle 
of "one man, one vote" that I view the direct 
ele~tion of the President. Its value is self 
evident: every person's vote counts, and 
every vote must count the same. It was on 
this principle that we suffered abuse, attack, 
and even death in the struggle for the right 
to vote for minorities. 

We have yet to realize our goal of extend
ing citizenship rights to all minorities, for 
many are stili unregistered to vote and still 
unrepresented, but we now have an oppor
tunity to take another great stride toward 
that great principle of American democracy. 
Direct popular election is a logical next-step, 
following the Voting Rights Act as a vehicle 
for increasing the particioation of all Ameri
cans in the election process. 

There 1s one kind of ma1or disfranchise
ment that remains in our country and that 
is in the Electoral College system-which we 
still have for the election of the President. 
With the Electoral College and the "winner
take-all" rule, you can be part of a minor-

ity-whether 5% or 49 %-in a state and 
have your vote thrown away, or really, recast 
for the winner. 

On the other hand, you can be part of a 
huge plurality in a state like Georgia-1976 
for example-and the result will be the same 
number of electoral votes as if you hadn't 
bothered to vote at all. In the South in 1968, 
as another example, blacks voted around 
90% for Mr. Humphrey, but none of the 
Southern states' ele~toral votes except those 
of Texas went for him. The same thing hap
pened in 1972 when 92 % of the black vote 
was Demo~ratic, but all the Southern states 
and their electoral votes went Republican. 
How much more sense it would have made 
if all the votes of those newly registered 
voters had counted. How much easier it 
would have been to register new people if the 
presidential candidates and their committees 
paid any attention to getting out those new 
voters. 

The same disfranchisement effect works in 
the North as well. I've heard some of my 
friends in the black community maintain 
that they are in favor of the Electoral Col
lege because they believe it works to the ad
vantage of blacks in the cities in the larger 
northern states. I have trouble understanding 
how they justify that belief-how can anyone 
explain to blacks in Chicago or Detroit or 
New York City that, although they've turned 
out over 90% for one candidate, their state's 
electoral votes all go for another. The issue is 
the same in California, Indiana, New Jersey, 
or any other state. 

There are those who would cite a tempo
rary advantage of the current Electoral Col
lege for partisan polltical purposes, but we 
must expand our vision. When we are talk
ing about basic, fundamental, Constitution
ally-guaranteed rights, we cannot be side
tracked by the temptation of temporary ad
vantage or the pettiness of partisanship. This 
is a nonpartisan issue in which we must work 
to establish a principle which is not only 
good for our own time, but for all the times 
to come. 

That every person's vote should count the 
same is one of the fundamental principles 
which is bedrock in this country. Having 
won the long and difficult and dangerous 
struggle to win the right to vote, we cannot 
now accept the proposition that any one 
person's vote can count more than another. 

The most popular poster of the Voter Edu
cation Project is one which reads "Hands 
that once picked cotton now can pick our 
public officials." The principle of equality 
was basic to our struggle and is not one that 
we can deny as we now seek to become more 
democratic, more humane, and more respect
ful of human rights at home and abroad. 

Mr. Chairman, I respectfully submit that 
the direct popular election of the President 
and Vice President is an idea whose time has 
not only come, but is long overdue.e 

AUTHORIZATION TO VITIATE OR
DER TO RECESS THE SENATE 
AT 5:30P.M. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the pre
vious order providing for the recess of 
the Senate at 5 · 30 p.m. be vit-iated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

THE SALT II TREATY 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, the 
SALT II Treaty signed yesterday in 
Vienna proclaims that both the United 
States and the Soviet Union will keep 
in mind the goal of general and com
plete disarmament as they take meas-
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ures in the future to limit and reduce 
nuclear weapons. Thus far, however, 
the SALT process may have impeded 
real progress toward this goal, as Sen
ator MARK HATFIELD points out in his 
recent interview on SALT. I agree with 
Senator HATFIELD when he said: 

I think we are avoiding the real issue of 
:;Usa.rma.m.ent which is the ultimate goal. By 
kidding ourselves that we are getting ldmita.
tions, I think we &re making the goal less 
attainable by postponing the ha.rd decisions. 

The interview with Senator HATFIELD 
was conducted by Alan Geyer of the 
Church Center for Theology and Public 
Policy and was printed in the Coalition 
Close-Up published by the Coalition for 
a New Foreign and Military Policy. I 
urge my colleagues to give close consid
eration to the important insights raised 
by Senator HATFIELD. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the 
interview printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 

INTERVIEW 
ALAN GEYER. Senator, you've indicated re

cently that you are leaning toward the neg
ative on SALT II. What are your principle 
objections to SALT II at this time? 

Senator HATFIELD. I think that the experi
ence of SALT I has proven to be more arms 
acceleration and arms development than it 
has been a real lid or restriction. One need 
only to go back to a warhead count to see 
that since SALT I both the Soviet Union and 
the United States have roughly doubled their 
warheads. Now, SALT II tends to perpetrate 
this 11lusion that somehow we have achieved 
true arms limitation-when in fact we have 
not. 

It seems to me that the President has been 
looking at the problem from the domestic 
polltical scene and has been wllling to com
promise and trc.de off, for the support of 
many hard-llners. These tradeoffs could fuel 
a. further build-up through development and 
deployment of new weapons systems and 
further movement toward a war fighting or 
counterforce strategic doctrine on both sides. 
It seems to me that we are developing com
plexities which will block meaningful arms 
reduction under SALT III. 

ALAN GEYER. Do you think that 1! SIALT II 
is defeated there will be less likelihood that 
the U.S. will go ahead with these new weap
ons-Cruise missiles, Trident II, MX and so 
on? 

Senator HATFIELD. No, but even with SALT 
II we can develop these weapons. The MX, 
the land, air and water cruise misslles, Tri
dent; all these weapons systems are not re
stricted under SALT II. We can develop these 
programs to the tune of about $60 b1llion. 
The President talked about saving $30 billion. 
It sounds to me that what he is really saying 
is instead of costin~ us $90 bllllon it is only 
going to cost us $60 bill1on. But actually, it 
is not the money alone but the complexity 
of these new counterforce weapons systems 
that will be more difilcult than the existing 
nuclear arsenal to control once we begin 
development. I would speculate that this was 
done to acquire the votes of the so-called 
hard liners. What seems to be happening is 
that we are abandoning our position as a 
deterrent power. By developing more and 
more accurate weopons we raise the possibil
ity of a pre-emptive nuclear strike. These de
velopments make the question more compli
cated than simply money. 

ALAN GEYER. You don't subscribe to the 
view that the U.S. ha.s been standing still 
while the Soviets have been pushing ahead? 

Senator HATFIELD. Absolutely not. At the 

time of the signing of SALT I we h&d 4,500 
warheads, and today we have 9,000. Under 
SALT II we will be allowed over 10,000. Be
fore SALT I the Soviets had allttle over 2,000 
warheads. Today they have over 4,000 and 
will be allowed over 8,000 under SALT n. 
There is the acceleration, there 1s the arms 
race. We must remind ourselves that we were 
the first to have the atomic bomb. From 
bombers to ballistic misslles to MIRV's, we 
were the first to develop sophisticated weap
onry. But this development did not go un
answered. The Soviet Union responded with 
new military programs each time we gained 
superiority. And qualitatively, we are not 
slowing down. 

ALAN GEYER. What is the alternative to the 
existing SALT II treaty? 

Senator HATFIELD. I propose th81t we force 
both nations to adopt stricter llmits both 
within the context of SALT nand in future 
negotiations. These stricter llmits aimed at 
stopping the movement toward nuclear war
fighting capab111ty on both sides could be 
&dded to the protocol of the SALT II treaty 
which deals with future negotiations under 
SALT III. These new conditions to the treaty 
would replace the vague promises in the pro
tocol related to future limits with specific de
mands, possibly Unked to stricter timetables, 
that would have the effect of forcing both 
nations to real limits on arsenals before the 
next explosive phase of weaponry deploy
ment occurs. 

ALAN GEYER. Another international dimen
sion of this concerns the consistent pressure 
on the superpowers by the U.N. in recent 
years to conclude a SALT II treaty. The final 
document of the Special Session on Disarma
ment last year urged approval of SALT n 
without delay. The General Assembly also 
urged completion of SALT II. How would you 
respond to this kind of expression of concern 
on the part of the international community? 

Senator HATFIELD. Yes, I think it is much 
the same in this country where many liberal, 
progressive, peace forces, and church groups 
have publlcly endorsed SALT II. It is charac
teristic of our age. We are in a period of 
short-hand, labels, the brief, the digest. We 
have adopted the Goebels idea. that 1! we call 
something by a certain label enough times, 
after a. while people will believe it-regard
less of what the content may be. When you 
say strategic arms llmitation treaty, that 
immediately conveys the idea. of arms con
trol, bullding toward arms reduction. But, 
like a lot of other things, SALT has lost its 
meaning. As I began studying the situation, 
I h&d to raise the question, is SALT II truly 
arms limitation? I think we a.re avoiding the 
real issue of disarmament which is the ulti
mate goal. By kidding ourselves that we are 
getting limitations, I think we are making 
the goal less attainable by postponing the 
hard decisions. 

ALAN GEYER. Do you think superiority and 
inferiority have become meaningless terms? 

Senator HATFIELD. Meaningless terms, yes. 
Just as talk of "winning and losing" is mean
ingless in the nuclear context. 

First of all they are meaningless because 
who is going to use nuclear weapons? Ex
cept for the possib111ty of misjudgment dur
ing crises or of an accident, both of which 
are increased under counterforce strategic 
doctrine, we have no use for the arsenal. We 
found that in Vietnam and other confronta
tions, that unless we committed ourselves to 
the end of the world, we cannot use these 
weapons systems. So we are locked into our 
own power-that makes them meaningless. 

Secondly, every time we speak of the "Rus
sian build-up" we are assuming that it is all 
aimed against us, when actually the Soviets 
must also worry about the massive border 
they share with China. 

Thirdly, how much is enough for superi
ority? For security? By 1985, when SALT II 
expires, we will have the equivalent in our 
arsenal of 2 m1llion Hiroshima bombs. I can-

not even begin to get a feeling for how much 
fire power that is. So, I just cannot under
stand those who keep saying that in order to 
gain security or superiority we must accel
erate arms programs. We had more security 
when we had less. 

ALAN GEYER. Do you think President Carter 
is sincerely committed to nuclear arms re
duction and 1! so is he misguided or con
fused about how to get there? He is obvi
ously fervently committed to SALT II. 

Senator HATFIELD. Well, first we have seen 
an exemption of the military budget from 
this year's mood of budget austerity. He has 
committed the U.S. to a yearly 3% real 
growth in milltary spending. Now why? I 
really feel that there is something about the 
Presidency that as much as Mr. Carter has 
tried to keep in touch with the people, there 
is an isolation that becomes totally absorbed 
by the military, the Pentagon budget, the 
National Security Council, the maps, the 
secret information, the red telephone. Just 
look at the erosion of the State Department's 
role in defining foreign policy. The National 
Security Council, first under Mr. Kissinger 
and now under Mr. Brzezinski, has gained 
ascendency in terms of policy making. So in
stead of our m111tary posture being created 
to implement foreign policy, our foreign pol
icy is almost reversed, playing the role of im
plementing our military policy. 

PROGRAM 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

the Senate will recess shortly, but for the 
time being, commitments provide that 
when the Senate does recess it will re
convene at 8:30 p.m. this evening and at 
about 8:40 p.m. Senators will proceed in 
a body to the Hall of the House of Rep
resentatives where the President of the 
United States will deliver a message to a 
joint session of the two Houses. 

Upon the dissolution of that. assembly, 
the Senate will then stand in recess until 
the hour of 9:30 a.m. tomorrow. 

Am I correct about the convening hour 
of tomorrow? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from West Virginia is correct. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the 
Chair. 

Mr. President, on tomorrow, after the 
two leaders have been recognized under 
the standing order, Mr. DoMENICI will be 
recognized for not to exceed 15 minutes, 
after which the Senate will resume its 
consideration of the business that has 
been before the Senate for the last hour 
or so, and which, according to the order 
entered previously, was to be before the 
Senate on tomorrow, the foreign assist
ance legislation, Calendar Order No. 211, 
s. 588. 

There is a time agreement on that bill. 
Rollcall votes will occur in connection 
with the bill, on motions and/or amend
ments in relation to the bill tomorrow. 
So Senators are, therefore, made aware 
of the fact that there will be rollcalls 
tomorrow. 

RECESS TO 8:30 P.M. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi

dent, I am about to move to recess until 
8:30 p.m. tonight. Senators will gather 
at that time to proceed in a body to the 
Hall of the House of Representatives for 
the joint session. 

Upon the completion of the address 
there and the dissolution of the session, 
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the Senate, in accordance with the order 
previously entered, and as a further 
mark of respect to the memory of our 
late, departed colleague Leverett Salton
stall, will stand in recess until tomorrow 
morning at 9:30. 

Mr. President, I move, in accordance 
with the order previously entered, that 
the Senate stand in recess until8:30 p.m. 
today. 

The motion was agreed to; and at 
5:39 p.m. the Senate recessed until 8:30 
p.m. 

The Senate reassembled at 8: 30 p.m., 
when called to order by the Presiding 
Officer (Mr. MORGAN). 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

JOINT SESSION OF THE TWO 
HOUSES-ADDRESS BY THE PRES
IDENT OF THE UNITED STATES 
<H. DOC. NO. 96-152) 

The Senate, at 8: 40 p.m., preceded by 
the Sergeant at Arms, F. Nordy Hoff
mann; the Secretary of the Senate, J. 
Stanley Kimmitt; and the Vice President, 
proceeded to the Hall of the House of 
Representatives to hear the address by 

the President of the United States, 
Jimmy Carter. 

(The address delivered by the Presi
dent of the United States to the joint 
session of the two Houses of Congress is 
printed in the proceedings of the House 
of Representatives in today's RECORD.) 

RECESS UNTIL 9:30A.M. TOMORROW 
At the conclusion of the joint session 

of the two Houses, in accordance with 
the order previously entered into and 
pursuant to Senate Resolution 186, as a 
further mark of respect to the memory of 
the deceased Honorable Leverett Salton
stall, late a Senator from the State of 
Massachusetts, at 9:44 p.m. the Senate 
recessed until tomorrow, Tuesday, 
June 19,1979, at 9:30a.m. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Monday, June 18, 1979 
The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David Ford, 

D.D., offered the following prayer: 
We earnestly pray, 0 Lord, for the 

health and safety of our Nation and the 
world. We give thanks for occasions 
when people of good will have spoken 
and acted to defend those who were 
weak or alone. We praise you for those 
noble men and women who have sacri
ficed their means and their lives, so that 
others could live in peace. 

We pray, 0 God, that You would lead 
us in the paths of peace. Show us how 
we may contribute to justice and right
eousness in this world, that our children 
and our children's children may know 
and enjoy the beauty and majesty of 
Your creation. 

In the name of the Lord, we pray, 
Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex

amined the Journal of the last day's 
proceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour
nal stands approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Sparrow, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed with an 
amendment in which the concurrence 
of the House is requested, a bill of the 
House of the follow-ing title: 

H.R. 1786. An act to authorize appropria
tions to the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration for research and develop
ment, construction of facilities, and research 
and program management, and for other 
purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed bills of the follow
ing titles, in which the concurrence of 
the House is requested: 

S. 670. An act to require the Secretary of 
Agriculture to establish and maintain a rural 
development policy management process, and 
for other purposes; 

S . 802. An act to further amend the Peace 
Corps Act; 

S . 892. An act to extend the authorization 
of appropriations for carrying out rural de
velopment research, rural development ex
tension, small farm research, and small farm 
extension programs, and for other purposes; 

S . 901. An act to extend the time limits 
contained in the industrial cost recovery 
moratorium provision of the Clean Water Act 
of 1977 (91 Stat. 1610); 

S. 948. An act to amend the Public Utility 
Regulatory Policies Act of 1978 (92 Stat. 
3117) to revise the limitation on size of small 
hydroelectric power projects; and 

S. 1144. An act to authorize appropriations 
for the Quiet Communities Act for the fiscal 
years 1980 and 1981. 

CONSERVATION PRACTICES SEEN 
AS WEAPON AGAINST INFLATION 
AND GAS PRICES 
<Mr. WEAVER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Speaker, we are 
told that there is a gasoline shortage. 
The lines at service stations seem to be 
proof of this. 

The actual fact is that we use too much 
energy. We are presently using 20 mil
lion barrels of oil a day. When I first 
came to the Congress 5 years ago, we 
were using 12 million barrels a day. 

Curtailing our use is the way to solve 
our energy problem today. Curtailing our · 
use of petroleum products will break 
OPEC, and drive the price of oil down. 
It will cut inflation rates in half and 
force Detroit to make smaller fuel-effi
cient cars. As a result, we will live more 
cheaply and accomplish just as much. 

Mr. Speaker, three-fifths of all Ameri
cans say that they prefer gas rationing to 
higher prices and they prefer gas ration
ing to the lines at service stations. We 
should listen to them. 

A TRIBUTE TO THE LATE HONOR
ABLE LEVERETT SALTONSTALL 
<Mr. CONTE asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 minute 
and to revise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I bring t'he 
House the very sad news of the death yes
terday of our former colleague in the 
Senate, my very good friend and a good 
friend of the Commonwealth of Massa
chusetts and the country, the Honorable 
Leverett Saltonstall. 

A member of a prominent Massachu
setts political family, his long career in 
politics began on the local level, as a 
member of the board of alderman of 
Newton, Mass., from 1920 to 1922. On the 
county level, he served as an assistant 
district attorney of Middlesex County in 
1921 and 1922. He was elected to State 
office in 1922 and served in the Massa
chusetts House of Representatives from 
1923 to 1936, the last 5 years as speaker 
of the House. In 1939, he was elected 
Governor of the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts and served in that capac
ity until 1944, when he was elected to 
the U.S. Senate. He served with great 
distinction in that body until 1967. 

Active also in party circles, he was a 
delegate to the 1932 Republican National 
Convention, as well as every convention 
between 1949 and 1968. 

That tells in the sparest terms the 
chronology of his public service. 

Those of us who served with him in the 
Congress will note his actions as a legis
lator, others will remark upon his 
achievements as Governor, or as a party 
standard bearer. But all of us who knew 
him will remember his human side. Lev 
Saltonstall was possessed of a keen in
tellect and unquestioned integrity. His 
statesmanlike demeanor, his reserved 
manner, and his gentlemanly bearing hid 
a wry wit. My relations with him-as a 
junior Republican Congressman work
ing with a senior Republican Senator
were marked with great warmth. I will 
always be grateful for his kindness to me, 
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